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STATE TRANSPORTATION FUNDING TRENDS 
  








Transportation infrastructure has increased substantially over the past century. The 
means of funding transportation infrastructure has changed as well. South Carolina's 
earliest road maintenance program dates to 1680 and used required labor 
commitments. With the introduction of the automobile, the first vehicle registration fee of 
$1.00 was imposed. The state’s first motor fuel tax was approved in 1922, and by 1925 
the state's fuel tax of five cents per gallon was the highest in the country. A 1939 study 
by the Highway Department indicated that South Carolina was spending considerably 
more on highways than other states in the Southeast on both a per capita and land area 
basis. 
 
Times have changed considerably in terms of transportation needs and funding options. 
Meeting future transportation infrastructure needs has emerged as one of the more 
important issues for state governments across the country. In South Carolina the 
outlook is particularly dire, as the state has lagged behind other states in the region in 
terms of transportation funding capacity. 
 
This report is the second in a series of three reports assessing funding options for 
transportation infrastructure in the state of South Carolina. The first report presented 
findings from a survey of residents to identify key transportation issues, to assess 
funding priorities, and to determine public perception as to alternative funding options.  
 
The current report examines the driving forces affecting transportation, reviews 
historical trends in terms of transportation revenues and expenditures, and offers a 
comparative assessment to determine how South Carolina compares to other states in 
terms of transportation funding mechanisms. Data compiled by the U.S. Department of 
Transportation’s Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is used to facilitate 
comparisons between states. These data include all state revenues and expenditures 
used for highways, not solely those of the South Carolina Department of Transportation 
(SCDOT).  
 
The third report will identify revenue options for the state to address transportation 
infrastructure needs and will project alternative revenue combinations to meet future 








This report begins with an examination of the driving forces that have been and are 
likely to continue to influence transportation delivery systems. These driving forces 
include: 
 
• demographic and economic change generating a growing demand for 
transportation infrastructure, 
• technological change as it affects the transportation sector, and 
• institutional change in the delivery of transportation infrastructure. 
 
On the demand side, demographic and economic trends have generated increased 
system utilization. Since the automobile was introduced at the beginning of the 20th 
Century, the U.S. population has increased by 270 percent. The national economy has 
grown still more rapidly. Since 1930, real GNP has increased over twelve-fold, close to 
nine times the rate of population growth. The demand on highway systems also 
accelerated in the latter half of this past century. Between 1960 and 2000, the number 
of vehicles on the road has tripled and the number of vehicle miles traveled has nearly 
quadrupled. 
 
Improvements in vehicle technology, highway system expansion, and inexpensive fuel 
have accommodated this increasing demand. Despite recent price increases, inflation-
adjusted fuel prices today are actually comparable to the pre-Energy Crisis prices of 
1973. Adjusted for inflation, prices today are also 45 percent of 1949 prices and 50 
percent of 1981 prices.  
 
Changes in vehicle technology are on near-term and intermediate-term horizons with 
alternative fuel vehicles, hybrid engines and fuel cell technology likely to capture a 
higher market share in the coming years. The fiscal implications of this shift may be 
substantial in the future as the largest share of state revenues for highways continues to 
be derived from fuel taxes. Institutional changes are also likely as government entities 
attempt to address transportation needs. At the federal level, reauthorization of the 
Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century in the next Congress will dictate national 
transportation policy in terms of both funding levels and program priorities. For states, 
the critical issue is how to meet current and future transportation infrastructure needs in 
a tight fiscal environment.  
 
REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE TRENDS 
 
Since the early 1900s, revenues and expenditures for transportation have continued to 
increase to meet infrastructure needs. The largest shares have gone for highways, 
including roads, bridges and related functions such as law enforcement and safety. 
Between 1921 and 2000, revenues used for U.S. highways by all levels of 
government—federal, state, and local—increased 86-fold according to the FHWA. 




percent.1 Total revenues used by all states for highways2—from both state and 
intergovernmental sources—increased by 267-fold in current dollars and 28-fold in 
constant (inflation-adjusted) 1996 dollars over that same seventy-nine year period.  
 
State own-source transportation revenues have continued to grow in recent years 
although growth rates have been less rapid than those of earlier years. Since 1965, 
state own-source revenues for highways increased by 732 percent in current dollars, 
while inflation-adjusted dollars grew by 37.7 percent nationwide and 51.1 percent in the 
Southeast (Table S.1). In South Carolina, state own-source revenues in real dollars 
remained almost flat with a 2.7 percent growth rate. South Carolina ranked 44th in the 
country and 11th out of 12 southeastern states in own-source revenue growth for 
highways between 1965 and 2000, a period of comparative prosperity for the state.  
 
Nationally, state own-source revenue growth in 27 states failed to keep pace with 
population change over this time period. On average, state own-source revenues per 
capita fell by 5.4 percent overall and by 8.7 percent in the Southeast, while revenues 
per capita fell by 36.1 percent in South Carolina. In terms of revenue growth per capita 
since 1965, the state ranks 48th in the nation and last among 12 southeastern states. 
South Carolina's level of transportation investment per capita fell at four times the 




















National Average 731.9% 37.7% 44 (of 51) -5.4% 48 (of 51)
Southeastern Average 813.1% 51.1% 11 (of 12) -8.7% 12 (of 12)
South Carolina 520.7% 2.7% -- -36.1% --
Source: USDOT Highway Statistics 1965 and 2000. 
 
 
Initiated in Oregon in 1918 and at the federal level in 1932, motor fuel taxes continue to 
be the primary source of transportation revenues. South Carolina’s motor fuel excise tax 
of 16 cents per gallon (cpg) is below the national average of 19.2 cpg and the regional 
average of 17.1 cpg. Most states add additional charges to fuel excise taxes. At least 
nine states apply a sales tax to fuel in addition to the fuel tax. Other levies are made in 
the form of environmental, underground storage, and inspection fees. Accounting for 
these additional charges at September 2002 average pre-tax gasoline prices, South 
Carolina’s adjusted motor fuel tax rate of 16.75 cpg is in 46th place in the nation with 
only five states having lower rates. Within the region, only Georgia (12.0 cpg) and 
Kentucky (16.4 cpg) have lower adjusted fuel tax rates than South Carolina. Because 
                                                 
1 Bonds and transfers to local governments included; federal transfers excluded. 




Kentucky’s motor fuel excise tax rate is based upon the pre-tax price of gasoline, its 
adjusted tax rate could surpass South Carolina’s if gas prices rise sufficiently.  
 
Focusing only on base fuel taxes, South Carolina derives 88.0 percent of its total 
highway revenues from combined state and federal fuel taxes, despite its low motor fuel 
tax rate (Table S.2). As a result, the state ranks second only to Montana in terms of fuel 
tax dependency. Nationally, 62.8 percent of total highway revenue is derived from 
combined state and federal fuel taxes; regionally, 66.3 percent of revenues are derived 




State Motor Fuel Tax Rates and 








State + Federal  
Motor Fuel Tax  
Revenues as  
 % of Total 
Revenues 
State Fuel Tax 
Revenues 
as % of  
State-Source 
Revenues
National Average 19.20 cpg 21.85 cpg 62.8% 49.4%
Southeastern Average 17.10 cpg 19.66 cpg 66.3% 52.0%
South Carolina 16.00 cpg 16.75 cpg 88.0% 79.8%
Source: USDOT Highway Statistics 2000. 
 
 
Using only state own-source revenues, South Carolina continues to rank second in the 
country and first in the Southeast with state fuel taxes accounting for 79.8 percent of 
revenues derived internally. Nationally, 49.4 percent of state own-source revenues are 
generated by state fuel taxes. The average southeastern share is 52.0 percent. Nearly 
92 percent of the SCDOT’s own-source revenues are generated by the state fuel tax in 
the current budget year.  
 
Table S.3 shows average relative shares of state own-source revenues by source for all 
states, southeastern states, and South Carolina.  On average, 26.7 percent of state 
own-source highway revenues are derived from motor vehicle and carrier taxes 
nationally and 25.0 percent for the region as a whole. With 15.3 percent of own-source 
revenues coming from state motor vehicle and carrier taxes, South Carolina ranks 44th 
in the nation and 10th in the region in this category. Of those motor vehicles and carrier 
taxes, the State Transportation Infrastructure Bank is dependent on truck registration 







State Own-Source Revenues Used by States for Highways,  








(% of own-source)  
Motor fuel taxes 79.8% 52.0% 49.4% 
Mot. veh. & carrier taxes 15.3% 25.0% 26.7% 
Tolls 0.0% 5.6% 8.2% 
General funds 0.0% 7.3% 7.0% 
Other state imposts 0.0% 6.2% 4.1% 
Miscellaneous 4.9% 3.9% 4.7% 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
  
Total per capita $206.75 $198.23 $115.84 
Total per million VMT $21.16 $18.05 $10.21 
Total per road mile $70,275 $40,462 $11,140 
aIn South Carolina, revenues include funding for SCDOT, the Transportation Infrastructure Bank, 
transfers to counties, and highway law enforcement and safety. 
Source: USDOT Highway Statistics 2000. 
 
 
Thirty-eight states (including the District of Columbia) use revenues from general funds 
as a highway revenue source, while 29 states generate toll revenues for highways. On 
average, general funds account for 7.0 percent nationally and 7.3 percent regionally of 
state own-source revenues. South Carolina does not use general fund allocations for 
highways, although some general funds are used for transit operations. Tolls account 
for 8.2 percent of funding nationally and 5.6 percent regionally. South Carolina now 
collects funds from the Cross Island Parkway, and the private Southern Connector is in 
operation. These funds are comparatively small—less than one percent of total 
revenues—and were not included in the data presented here. The bottom line is that 
despite low fuel tax rates, the state’s high fuel tax dependency occurs as a result of the 
lack of other funding options. 
 
South Carolina’s level of own-source funding for highways looks even more skewed 
when population and road system characteristics are taken into account. Per capita, the 
state’s own-source revenues in 2000 are only 56.0 percent of the national average and 
58.4 percent of the southeastern average. Per million vehicle miles traveled (VMT), 
revenues are only 56.6 percent of the southeastern average and only 48.3 percent of 
the national average. Looking at state own-source revenues per state-maintained road 
mile, South Carolina revenues are 27.5 percent of the Southeast average, and are only 
15.9 percent of the national average. 
 
South Carolina’s highway spending levels are similarly low. On a per capita basis, 
South Carolina expends $242 per capita on highways (including law enforcement and 
safety) compared to national and regional averages of $319 and $299, respectively. The 




expenditures per capita. On a per road mile basis, South Carolina spends $23,256 per 
road mile versus the national and regional averages of $110,749 and $61,011 (Table 
S.4).  
 
The state ranks last in both the nation and region in terms of expenditures per road 
mile. The expenditures per road mile are low because of the state’s extensive state road 
network, the fourth largest in terms of road mileage.  Because the state has a high 
number of secondary road miles in its system that require less maintenance than 
primary roads, the numbers may be somewhat deceiving.  In addition, the state may 
benefit financially from the large number of road miles in the state system due to cost 
savings from economies of scale. Still, the magnitude of the differences should be a red 




State Expenditures for Highways, 
South Carolina, Southeast and United States Average: 2000 





(% of total spending)    
Capital Outlay 51.7% 58.1% 53.0% 
Maintenance 23.9% 17.6% 14.4% 
Administration & Safetya 16.0% 11.7% 12.5% 
Debt Serviceb 2.4% 5.5% 7.8% 
Transfers to Local Govt. 5.9% 7.2% 12.3% 
Total 100.00% 100.0% 100.0% 
  
Total per capita $241.83 $298.91 $319.21 
Total per million VMT $21.31 $27.22 $32.67 
Total per road mile $23,256 $61,011 $110,749 
a Includes administration, highway law enforcement and safety, and miscellaneous. 
b Interest and bond retirement and bond redemption by refunding combined. 





The realization that the gap between transportation needs and fiscal capacity is 
widening has generated a dialogue in this state to consider options for funding 
transportation improvements. Much of the discussion to date has focused on fuel tax 
increases. With the last state fuel tax increase having occurred in 1987, there has been 
substantial erosion in the purchasing power of that revenue source, and it is likely that a 
fuel tax increase will be necessary to meet immediate needs. 
 
Longer term, the state must consider a comprehensive revenue package that meets 




include fuel taxes. Yet, the state will need to consider its high fuel tax dependency as 
well as the static nature of fuel taxes and their vulnerability to both long-term market 
forces and technological change. As a result, other funding options will need to be 
considered as well.  
 
The final report of this series will assess revenue options to meet projected 
transportation needs in South Carolina. After reviewing funding options, the report will 
simulate funding alternatives to meet the state’s future transportation needs as identified 

















Transportation infrastructure has increased substantially particularly over the past 
century with an interconnected web of highways now overlaying the American 
landscape. The means of funding transportation infrastructure has evolved substantially 
as well.  
 
In South Carolina, a formal system of road maintenance dates to 1680. At that time, 
residents alongside or near public roads were required to perform roadwork. The option 
existed for commuting free labor with a road tax. Vehicle registration fees of $1.00 were 
instituted following the introduction of the first automobiles in the state. In 1917, the 
South Carolina Highway Commission was established and a license tag fee (25 cents 
per horsepower) and a $15.00 flat fee on each vehicle sold were put in place.  
 
The first state tax for highway purposes—a two-mill property tax—was authorized in 
1920. Two years later, the state's first motor fuel tax was approved and the rate set at 
two cents per gallon. In 1925, vehicle registration fees were reduced and the state fuel 
tax was increased to five cents, then the highest rate in the country. A 1939 report from 
the state Highway Department indicated that South Carolina was spending too much on 
roadways with expenditures considerably higher than other states in the Southeast on 
either a per capita or land area basis (Moore 1987). 
 
Times have changed considerably in terms of transportation needs and funding options. 
Meeting future transportation infrastructure needs has emerged as one of the more 
important issues for state governments across the country. In South Carolina, the 
outlook is particularly dire given the state’s current transportation funding capacity that 
now lags behind both national and regional averages. 
 
This report is the second in a series of three reports assessing funding options for 
transportation infrastructure in the state of South Carolina. The first report recounted 
findings from a survey of residents to identify key transportation issues, to assess 
funding priorities, and to determine public perception as to alternative funding options. 
This report examines the driving forces affecting transportation, reviews historical trends 
in terms of transportation revenues and expenditures, and offers a comparative 
assessment to determine how South Carolina compares to other states in terms of 
transportation funding mechanisms. The third report will identify alternative revenue 
options for the state of South Carolina to address the state’s transportation 
infrastructure needs identified in the South Carolina Department of Transportation’s 
















There are three principal factors that have affected the provision of transportation 
infrastructure and are likely to continue to affect the provision and funding of 
transportation infrastructure in the future. These issues are: 
 
• demographic and economic change generating a strong demand for 
transportation infrastructure, 
• technological change affecting the transportation sector, and 
• institutional change in the delivery of transportation infrastructure. 
 
DEMOGRAPHIC AND ECONOMIC CHANGE 
 
The demand for automobiles has been influenced by a number of demographic and 
economic variables. Since the automobile was introduced at the start of the last century, 
the population of the United States has increased by 270 percent from 76 million to 281 
million (Figure 2.1). In South Carolina, the population has more than tripled from 1.3  
million to just over 4 million, an increase of 208 percent. Although the state grew less 
rapidly than the nation as a whole over most of the last century, the population growth 
rate in South Carolina has exceeded that in the United States for each of the last three 
decades. 
 
More importantly, economic prosperity has made the automobile affordable to the 
majority of American households. Between 1930 and 2000, real (inflation-adjusted) 
Gross Domestic Product (GDP) in the United States increased over twelve-fold (1,127 
percent)—five times the population growth rate of 128 percent (Figure 2.2). Per capita 
personal income increased by a factor of 48, rising from $620 to $29,770 over that 70 
year period. In real terms, per capita personal income rose by more than four fold over 
the same period. Since 1930, per capita income in South Carolina has grown at more 
than twice the national average increasing from $243 to $24,273 in current dollars and 
nearly ten-fold in constant dollars. 
 
Over the past forty years the number of vehicles on U.S. roads has increased 
significantly. From 1960 to 2000, the number of registered vehicles increased three-fold 
to nearly 226 million vehicles. Over this same period, the number of vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) increased nearly four-fold to 2.75 billion miles per year. Both the number 
of registered vehicles and vehicle miles traveled easily outdistanced population growth 
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau, USDOT Highway Statistics.  
 
 
The driving force behind roadway demand during the 1960s and 1970s appears to have 
been the increase in the number of vehicles, which more than doubled during this time 
period. Since 1980, the growth in the number of vehicles has tapered off.3 The most 
dramatic increase in VMTs has occurred in the light truck category, which includes 
vans, pickups and SUVs (Sport Utility Vehicles) (Figure 2.4). Not even listed as a 
category in 1960, these vehicles now account for a third of all VMTs in the United States 
(USDOT 2001). 
 
Transit ridership peaked in 1946 when Americans took 23.4 billion trips on commuter 
trains, subways, buses, and trolleys. Since the end of World War II, transit usage fell 
sharply as the automobile displaced it as the preferred transportation mode. By 1972 
transit usage had fallen to 6.5 billion trips per year. Modest ridership gains occurred 
over the next 20 years, followed by a decided upswing in the late 1990s. By the year 
2000, ridership was up to 8.7 billion unlinked passenger trips, a 17.3 percent increase 
over 1993 levels, the lowest year for transit ridership in the 15 year period between 
1985 and 2000 (APTA 2001). Increased federal funding for urban rail transit 
construction and local funding commitments to subsidize operation of these transit 
services contributed to this reversal. 
                                                 
3 Vehicle and VMT counts differ slightly between Figures 2.3 and 2.4 because different data sources were 






































Source: USDOT Highway Statistics. 
 
 
The rapid increase in automobile travel over the past century was fueled by cheap fuel 
prices as well as economic prosperity. In current dollars, fuel prices stayed nearly flat 
over most of the past century, rising from $0.25 per gallon in 1918 to only $0.36 per 
gallon in 1972. The energy crises of the mid and late 1970s dramatically changed this 
price structure and the retail price of gasoline (taxes included) rose to the 
unprecedented level of $1.35 in 1981. Recent price increases have raised the current 
retail price at the pump to $1.414—up from $1.12 in 1998 (American Petroleum Institute 
2001).  
 
Taking into account the effect of inflation, the average retail gasoline price declined 
fairly steadily until 1973, rose through the early 1980s, and then declined again through 
the 1990s (Table 2.1; Figure 2.5). In fact, real gasoline prices today are similar to pre-
energy crisis prices in the early 1970s; they are 45 percent of prices in 1920 and 50 
percent of prices in 1981. 
 
Adjusted for inflation, federal and state gasoline taxes combined were at their peak in 
decade between 1932 and 1945, when taxes ranged from 60 cents to 73 cents per 
gallon in 2001 dollars (Figure 2.6). From 1977 through 1990 fuel taxes were at their 
lowest point since before introduction of the federal fuel tax, when they ranged between 
27 to 37 cents per gallon in 2001 dollars (Figure 2.7). Combined real fuel tax rates have  
                                                 





Average Motor Fuel Price and Taxes Per Gallon, 
United States: 1920-2000  
(constant 2001 dollars) 
 Retail PriceBefore Taxes
State + Federal 
Fuel Taxes
Retail Price 
+ Fuel Tax 
1920 $ 2.62 $ 0.01 $ 2.63 
1925 2.03 0.21 2.24 
1930 1.71 0.40 2.11 
1935 1.74 0.68 2.42 
1940 1.61 0.71 2.32 
1945 1.42 0.59 2.01 
1950 1.47 0.49 1.96 
1955 1.41 0.50 1.91 
1960 1.25 0.60 1.85 
1965 1.16 0.58 1.74 
1970 1.11 0.51 1.62 
1975 1.45 0.41 1.86 
1980 2.31 0.30 2.61 
1985 1.60 0.36 1.96 
1990 1.28 0.36 1.64 
1995 0.92 0.47 1.39 
2000 1.17 0.43 1.60 
Source: American Petroleum Institute 2001. 
 
Figure 2.5 
Retail Price of Gasoline and Fuel Taxes Per Gallon, 
United States Average: 1918-2001 































Federal Fuel Tax and Average State Fuel Taxes, 

























Combined Federal and State Average Fuel Tax Rates,  




























averaged around 44 cents per gallon throughout the 1990s. Despite the clear increase 
in current dollar federal and state gasoline taxes combined, real tax rates in 2000 were 




Technological innovation in the auto industry has tended to follow both market shifts 
and government initiatives. Following the first energy crisis in 1973, Congress passed 
the Energy Policy and Conservation Act of 19755 with the goal of reducing the country’s 
dependency on foreign oil. Among the provisions of the act, the Corporate Average Fuel 
Economy (CAFE) program was established, requiring automobile manufacturers to 
increase the sale-weighted average fuel economy of passenger and light truck fleets  
sold in the U.S. The CAFE standards set for passenger cars rose from 18.0 miles per 
gallon (mpg) in 1978 to the current level of 27.5 mpg. For light trucks the standards rose 
from 16.0 mpg to 20.7 mpg. All of the passenger vehicle gains and most of the gains for 
light trucks were achieved by 1985. Since that time, CAFE standards have remained 
unchanged (Table 2.2; Figure 2.8).  
 
Fleet fuel efficiencies for passenger cars have increased by 35 percent since 1980 from 
15.9 to 21.4 mpg. For light trucks, average mpg ratings have increased by 40 percent 
from 12.2 to 17.1 mpg. Most of these gains occurred during the 1980s in response to 
the higher CAFE standards. Recent technology improvements have been used to 
increase interior room and horsepower and towing capacity. Most of the fuel efficiency 
gains are due to fleet turnover. 
 
It is expected that some fuel efficiency gains will occur over the next decade. A part of 
the efficiency gains will come from improvements to the internal combustion engine, 
where only fifteen percent of the energy in fuel burned is used to move a vehicle or run 
accessories. The rest is displaced as engine loss, driveline loss, or standby idling. 
Further gains in engine technology offer fuel efficiency gains, including improved fuel 
injection systems, transmission improvements, downsizing, downweighting, and 
aerodynamic improvements (USDOE 2001b). 
 
More dramatic technological improvements include flex and bi-fuel technology, which 
can run on a variety of liquid fuel options. Hybrid vehicle technology has near term 
promise because it combines the best features of two different energy sources: an 
internal combustion engine running on gasoline, diesel, or an alternative fuel/fuel 
mixture is teamed with battery-driven electric power and a mechanism for storing the 
energy normally wasted in braking (see box).  
 
Longer term, the internal combustion engine may eventually be replaced by fuel cells 
providing a clean, highly efficient source of power for all types of highway vehicles. The 
fuel cell converts hydrogen fuel (obtained from natural gas, gasoline, methanol, 
                                                 





Motor Vehicle CAFE Standards and Fuel Efficiency 
CAFE Standard 
(mpg) 









1980 20.0 16.0 15.9 12.2 
1985 27.5 19.5 17.4 14.3 
1990 27.5 20.0 20.2 16.1 
1995 27.5 20.6 21.1 17.3 
1999 27.5 20.7 21.4 17.1 

























Source: USDOT 2001. 
 
 
propane, etc.) via an oxidation process into electricity. The process is an 
electrochemical reaction that is similar to the process that occurs in a conventional 
battery. Engine costs are still comparatively high, and fuel delivery infrastructure will 
have to be established. Movement toward alternative fuel technology will be influenced 





According to the U.S. Department of Energy (USDOE 2001a), the projected fuel 
efficiency for passenger cars will increase from 28.6 mpg in the year 2000 to 32.3 mpg 
in the year 2020, an 12.9 percent increase. For light trucks, fuel efficiency is projected to 
increase from 21.1 mpg in the year 2000 to 24.2 mpg by the year 2020, a 14.7 percent 
increase (Figure 2.9). In terms of total vehicular energy use, light trucks are projected to 
surpass passenger cars around 2007 (Figure 2.10). The actual efficiency gains and 
energy use will be affected by policy and/or technological change over the next 20 
years.  
Alternative Vehicle Technology 
 
 Improvements in internal combustion engines, fuel injection systems, transmission and 
braking systems; 
 Vehicle downsizing and down weighting; 
 Aerodynamic improvements;  
 Diesel engine improvements: direct injection fuel combustion; 
 Flex and bi-fuel technology to run on a variety of fuels including propane, compressed 
natural gas (CNG), and liquified propane gas (LPG); 
 Hybrid electric technology with low storage lithium ion or nickel metal hydride batteries;
 Electric vehicle technology with high power output and rechargeable lithium ion and 
lithium polymer batteries; and 
 Fuel cell technology based on hydrogen fuel conversion. 
 
In terms of transit technology, the share of the national bus fleet using alternative fuels 
rose five-fold from 1992 to 1999. Currently, there are 3,500 compressed natural gas 
(CNG) powered buses in operation representing seven percent of the entire fleet. 
Natural gas fueled buses now account for about 20-25 percent of all new bus orders. 
Other technology options include clean diesel buses and hybrid technology. Hybrid-
electric buses are being applied now on a limited scale. 
 
Rail systems are also evolving with technology options that include engine performance 
enhancements, microelectronics in controllers and signaling, power electronic devices 
in propulsion equipment, advanced material in car body construction, and aerodynamic 
shaping for energy efficiency and noise control. 
 
One of the major issues relating to transportation infrastructure is high-speed rail 
service. Speeds for U.S. trains may not rival European and Japanese trains due to track 
curvature and cost constraints for new right of way and construction needs, although 
tilting systems will allow greater speeds on current track rights of way. High-speed rail 
may offer a viable long distance alternative to air travel with the northeast corridor 
complete and the southeast corridor projected to come on line within the next decade. 






Projected Fuel Efficiency for Passenger Cars and Light Trucks, 























































while another corridor from Raleigh to Jacksonville traverses the South Carolina 
midlands through Columbia.6 
INSTITUTIONAL CHANGE 
 
From an institutional perspective, roadway expansion to meet increasing demand has 
been a recurring theme of U.S. transportation policy over the past century. The Federal-
Aid Highway Acts of 1916 and 1921 addressed the need for a continuous system of 
highways and established the Bureau of Public Roads (later renamed the Federal 
Highway Administration). The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944 authorized the 
construction of the national highway system, which significantly increased the funding 
for such projects. The Interstate Highway Defense Highway Act of 1956 authorized 
construction of the Interstate System.  
 
In the same year, the Highway Revenue Act of 1956 created the Highway Trust Fund 
comprised of revenue derived from user charges—the sales of gasoline and other fuels, 
tires, and a weight tax for heavy trucks and buses—and the federal matching share was 
increased from 50 percent to 90 percent for interstate upgrades and 80 percent for other 
highway projects. Collectively, these initiatives were instrumental in expanding the 
Federal Highway System.  
 
The Department of Transportation Act of 1966 created the U.S. Department of 
Transportation. The primary purpose of the agency was to assure the coordinated, 
effective administration of the Federal Government's transportation programs. Since 
that time, a number of federal initiatives have been implemented. Among the more 
important initiatives has been deregulation in the transportation sector that began in 
1976 and affected interstate trucking, airlines, railroads, buses, and ocean shipping. 
 
The next major change in federal transportation policy came with the enactment of the 
Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) in 1991.7 ISTEA allowed for 
more state and local control over decision-making, encouraged a greater emphasis on 
public transportation, and shifted emphasis to maintaining and repairing existing roads 
before building new ones. With ISTEA, federal policy shifted away from its historical role 
that focused almost exclusively on building and maintaining a national highway system.  
 
ISTEA expired in 1997 and was replaced by the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st 
Century (TEA-21).8 TEA-21 expanded and furthered the policy initiatives established 
under ISTEA. Among the provisions of the bill, core highway and mass transit funding 
was given special status with guaranteed funding from the Highway Trust Fund to 
prevent leakage to other budget categories. In addition to guaranteed funding, 
expanded flexible funding provisions were included. Despite the shift to an intermodal 
emphasis under both ISTEA and TEA-21, a recent report by the Surface Transportation 
and Policy Project finds that although both funding for highways and transit has 
                                                 
6 See Southeast High Speed Rail Corridor at: <http://www.sehsr.org>. 
7 Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (P.L. No. 102-240). 




increased substantially since ISTEA, transit is getting a decreased share of total federal 
spending on transportation (highways and transit combined) as states struggle to meet 
highway construction commitments (STPP 2000). Between 1998 and 1999, the percent 
of total federal spending on transportation going to new and improved roads and 
bridges increased 21 percent, while the share going to transit and other highway 
alternatives decreased 19 percent. 
 
The Partnership for a New Generation of Vehicles (PNGV) and the Advanced Vehicle 
Technologies Program (AVP) initiated in the late 1990s has fostered a new cooperative 
arrangement between the federal government and the automobile industry. Despite the 
defeat in the last session of Congress of the Kerry-Hollings fuel economy provision that 
would have set higher CAFE standards (USDOE 2002a), the research and development 
effort initiated within the auto industry over the last several years appears to have 
developed a momentum of its own, and the industry is proceeding with both research 
and development, and implementation efforts. More recently the Bush Administration, 
has focused on its Freedom Corporate Automotive Research (CAR) Program to 
promote the development of fuel cell technology. In the interim, it appears that the 
current administration will push for modest increases in CAFE standards. 
 
The debate over the next phase of transportation policy is heating up with TEA-21 set to 
expire in 2003. Reauthorization of the nation’s surface transportation programs likely will 
be for another six year period. The new program will build upon ISTEA and TEA-21 with 
an accent on assuring safety after September 11th in addition to enhancing mobility by 
reducing congestion. Core principles proposed by Congress working with the 
administration include: 
 
• assuring adequate and predictable funding, 
• preserving funding flexibility, 
• building on the Intermodal approach of ISTEA and TEA-21, 
• expanding and improving innovative financing, 
• emphasizing the security of surface transportation system through efficient 
mechanisms of risk assessment, identification and evacuation,  
• substantial improvement in transportation safety, 
• fostering Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS), 
• strengthening the efficiency of the system of goods movement, and  
• simplifying the federal transportation program (US House 2002). 
 
Levels of federal funding are likely to continue to be an issue. Also likely to surface 
again is an administration proposal to reduce federal share of new transit projects from 
80 to 50 percent. Currently, South Carolina’s share of revenues sent to Washington for 







HIGHWAY FUNDING TRENDS 
 
 
The majority of revenues for and outlays on transportation infrastructure are for roads 
and highways (including bridges), whether at the federal, state, or local level. In 1999, 
70 percent of all government transportation revenues were for highways and nearly 62 
percent of all government outlays in that same year were for highways (USDOT 2001). 
Other transportation modes include air, transit, water, rail, and pipelines. Only two 
modes—transit and air—consumed over five percent of total outlays, at 18.7 percent 
and 14.1 percent, respectively.  
 
This chapter examines trends and patterns in state funding for highway infrastructure.9 
Revenue sources and expenditure patterns in South Carolina are examined with 
particular attention to average levels in the nation overall and in twelve southeastern 
peer states.10 Chapter Four provides additional state-level revenue comparisons. 
 
Why does this paper focus exclusively on state highway funding? After all, the state of 
South Carolina has expenditures on public transit as well. There are several reasons. 
First, over 98% of the South Carolina Department of Transportation’s (SCDOT) state-
funded budget is for roads and highways (SCDOT 2002c). Second, most of the 
traditional sources of transportation funding—highway user fees such as the state motor 
fuel tax and vehicle registration—used by SCDOT are dedicated to roads and highways. 
Third, federal statistics on state highway funding allowed us to look at trends over many 
decades in the United States, the southeastern states, and South Carolina. Finally, 
highway funding statistics capture spending on beautification and alternative 
transportation modes linked to highways, such as bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 
 
SCDOT’s Mass Transit Office administers federal and state transit funds and supports 
transit operations in 18 public transit systems throughout the state. Federal funds come 
to the state through the Federal Transit Administration; state funds come from the 
general fund (around $500,000 in recent years) and from twenty-five hundredths of a 
cent per gallon from state motor fuel tax revenues. Total state source funding for mass 
transit in FY 2000-01 was $6.2 million (SCDOT 2002c). The state currently has no rail 
transit operations and no revenue committed to future development in this area. 
However, SCDOT staff is involved in planning efforts associated with the Southeast 
High Speed Rail Corridor Study and has completed several passenger rail studies in 
recent years. Funding for transit and rail will be discussed in more detail in the third 
report in this series. 
 
                                                 
9 This report uses the term “highway” to describe state and local roads, state highways, interstate 
highways, and bridges.  
10 The twelve southeastern states are: Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, 






Data used in this section are drawn primarily from the U.S. Department of 
Transportation Federal Highway Administration’s annual series Highway Statistics11. 
This series contains a large amount of detail about federal, state, and local highway 
transportation program characteristics, funding, and performance.  
 
Use of the Highway Statistics data has its benefits and drawbacks. Because it 
standardizes data collected from multiple agencies and programs, the Highway 
Statistics series allows researchers to make comparisons between states. It also allows 
researchers to present the entire picture of state (or federal or local) highway funding for 
a particular state without regard to internal state revenue collection and distribution 
formulas or agency responsibility for highway expenditures. This is our aim in this 
report—to present the entire picture of state funding for highways in South Carolina and 
examine how similar or dissimilar it is from that in other states and from national and 
regional trends. 
 
On the down side, the standardized data in Highway Statistics sometimes hides 
important functional differences between state collection and administration of highway 
funding. Using this source, there is no way to tell which state agency is responsible for a 
particular function. For example, in some states the department of transportation is 
responsible for highway law enforcement and motor vehicle registration; in others, these 
functions are handled by separate agencies. State government restructuring in South 
Carolina in 1993 removed the State Highway Patrol and Division of Motor Vehicles from 
SCDOT and created a new state agency to handle these responsibilities, the 
Department of Public Safety.  
 
The South Carolina Transportation Infrastructure Bank (SCTIB) was created in 1997 by 
the General Assembly in response to federal legislation supporting alternative 
transportation financing mechanisms.12 SCTIB partners with SCDOT, local 
governments, and the private sector to assist in funding major transportation 
infrastructure projects such as the Conway Bypass, the Carolina Bays Parkway, and the 
Arthur Ravenel Jr. Bridge, but it is a separate legal entity with the authority to issue 
revenue and general obligation bonds.13 Thus, recent South Carolina highway revenue 
and expenditure figures discussed in this chapter and the following chapter contain 
funds going to SCDOT, the Department of Public Safety, and the SCTIB, as well as 
funds diverted to counties. 
 
                                                 
11 See recent reports at: <http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ohim/ohimstat.htm>. 
12 For more information on state infrastructure banks, see FHWA reports at: 
<http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/innovativefinance/sib.htm> 




THE SOUTH CAROLINA HIGHWAY SYSTEM 
 
The state of South Carolina maintains an unusually high number of road miles when 
compared to other states. The current state-maintained highway system (41,518 miles) 
is 65 percent of total non-federal road miles in the state. Local governments only 
maintain 22,395 miles, or 35 percent, of the 63,913 road miles in the state. There also 
are 8,254 bridges maintained by the state (SCDOT 2002b). The national average is 
quite different, with states maintaining only 22 percent of total state road miles and local 
governments responsible for 78 percent (USDOT Highway Statistics 2000). South 
Carolina’s state-maintained road system is the result of historical state policy that 
incorporated new local roads linking state roads into the state system as part of 
improvements to farm-to-market transportation (Moore 1987). 
 
Highway Revenue Sources:  
State and Local Governments 
 
• Motor fuel taxes 
• Federal funds 
• General funds 
• Motor vehicle registration, 
licenses, and carrier fees 
• Tolls 
• Bonds 
• Property taxes 
• Sales taxes 
• Private sources 
atch 
South Carolina’s high number of state-maintained road miles has a significant impact on 
how SCDOT spends the revenues it receives. SCDOT receives federal highway funds 
to improve roads in the Federal Highway System, but it can only use these funds for 
eligible activities, which generally involve highway restoration, rehabilitation, 
reconstruction, or improvement. These federal funds require state matching funds; 
however, only 16,989 miles, or 41 percent, 
of South Carolina’s state-maintained roads 
are in the Federal Highway System. As a 
result, SCDOT must use revenue from 
state sources to fund the federal m
requirement, administration, maintenance 
on all roads in the state system, and 
improvements to roads not in the Federal 
Highway System. Furthermore, increased 
federal funding from TEA-21 has also 
nearly doubled South Carolina’s federal 
match since 1997, which has forced 
SCDOT to use state funds formerly 
budgeted for maintenance and construction 
as federal match instead (SCDOT 2002c). 
 
HIGHWAY REVENUE SOURCES 
 
Transportation revenues are a mixed bag. Sources used depend on whether you are 
looking at federal, state, or local revenues. The federal government relies largely on the 
federal motor fuel tax but transfers most of its revenue to the states. State governments 
use a variety of sources, including state motor fuel taxes, sales taxes on motor vehicles, 
driver license fees, motor vehicle registration fees, and tolls. Local governments use 
fuel taxes and tolls as well as property taxes and general funds. Some revenue sources, 
such as tolls and motor fuel taxes, are tied to the use of the highway and are referred to 




transportation programs, like the federal and state motor fuel taxes, while others are 
used for a variety of programs, transportation being among them.  
 
State and local governments also periodically issue general obligation or revenue bonds 
to support transportation infrastructure projects. Are bonds revenue or not? Bonds are 
revenue in the sense that they supply needed funds to support projects. But bonds are 
different from other funding sources such as taxes and fees because they are 
immediately offset by expenditures; bond principal and interest must be paid back over 
a predetermined number of years. In addition, bonds tend to distort reported revenues 
because the face value of the bond issue—often hundreds of millions of dollars in a 
state or major city—is reported in the year of issue even though the proceeds from the 
sale will support spending over several years. For these reasons, in this report bonds 
are excluded from revenues unless otherwise indicated. Bond principal and interest 
payments, which depend on a constant revenue stream, remain included in 
expenditures. 
 
NATIONAL REVENUE TRENDS: GROWTH AND MIX  
 
There are two ways to look at revenues collected by governments: own-source and 
total. Revenues from own sources are revenues collected by federal, state, or local 
governments but before transfer to another government. Examination of own-source 
revenues shows the government’s use of its own resources to generate revenue. 
Examination of total revenues from all sources shows the amount of revenue available 
for spending. The percentage of own-source revenue in total revenue indicates how 
dependent the government is on internal or external resources.  
 
In the case of transportation, most federally-generated revenues used for highways are 
transferred to the states.14 Depending on state policies, states transfer varying amounts 
of their own-source revenues to local governments. And local governments may transfer 
revenues back to states in payment for state highway department work on local roads. 
 
Own-source revenues. Government funding for highways from own sources has 
changed significantly over the past century in both amount and responsibility (Table 3.1; 
Figure 3.1). Early in the last century highway funding was largely local. In 1921, 69.1 
percent of highway funding ($973 million) was generated at the local government level. 
States15 generated 24.4 percent ($344 million) and the federal government only 
contributed 6.5 percent ($92 million).  
 
The federal government increased its responsibility for highway funding beginning in the 
1950s with its commitment to development of the nation’s interstate highway system. 
ISTEA and TEA-21 increased the federal commitment to roads and highways again in 
the 1990s. But despite increased federal revenues flowing to transportation 
                                                 
14 For example, in 1921 the federal government collected $92 million in revenues used to support 
highways, but transferred all but $6 million to state governments.  




infrastructure since mid-century, revenues collected by state and local governments in 
2000 both surpassed federal levels. In 2000, states funded roads and highways at two-
and-a-half times the federal funding level. 
 
 
 Table 3.1 
Own-Source Revenues for Highways,a United States: 1921-2000 
(millions; bonds included) 
Federal State Local Total
1921 $92 $344 $973 $1,409
1930 112 1,079 1,544 2,735
1940 751 1,250 717 2,718
1950 500 2,835 1,271 4,606
1960 3,063 6,055 2,367 11,485
1970 6,144 11,737 3,866 21,747
1980 9,830 19,666 10,219 39,715
1990 14,426 40,026 20,842 75,294
2000 25,437 64,569 30,923 120,931
Source: USDOT 1997; USDOT Highway Statistics 2000.  
aAll funds before transfer to another level of government. 
 
 
At all levels of government combined, funding from own sources for highways (bonds 
included) increased nearly 800 percent in real (inflation-adjusted) dollar terms between 




Growth in Own-Source Revenues for Highways,a  
All Governments, United States: 1921-2000 





All governments 792% 21.9%
Source: USDOT 1997; USDOT Highway Statistics 2000.  








Own-Source Revenues Used for Highways,a 

























Source: USDOT 1997; USDOT Highway Statistics.  
aAll funds before transfer to another level of government. 
 
 
Total state revenues from all sources. Substantially increased funding for highways 
became available to states with the 1956 initiation of the interstate highway program 
and establishment of the federal Highway Trust Fund, which distributes federal fuel tax 
revenues to states. That revenue growth continued throughout the 1960s. Current 
revenue dollars increased, but revenue value declined during the inflationary 1970s and 
early 1980s. Since the late 1980s, current revenues (bonds excluded) used by states for 
highways have more than doubled (Table 3.3; Figure 3.2). 
 
The mix of highway revenue sources has also changed over time. For states, the 
primary revenue sources are fuel taxes (state and federal), motor vehicle registration, 
license and carrier fees, general fund appropriations, and tolls. In 1921, state motor fuel 
taxes accounted for only 1.3 percent of state revenues used for highways (Table 3.4). 
Revenues from motor vehicle and carrier taxes (38.4 percent) and intergovernmental 
revenues (35.7 percent) were the dominant revenue sources followed by other 
revenues (including general funds), which accounted for 24.6 percent of the total. But 
within a few short years, state motor fuel taxes became the largest single source of 
highway funding for states, and, with a few exceptions, have remained so since 1929. 
The intergovernmental revenue share (mostly federal) dropped during the 1930s and 






Growth in Total Revenues From All Sources 
Used by States for Highways, United States: 1921-2000 
(thousands) 








1921  $311,070 -- $2,726,642 -- 
1930  1,034,620 232.6% 9,720,472 256.5% 
1940  1,334,913 29.0% 14,960,561 53.9% 
1950  2,877,284 115.5% 18,732,193 25.2% 
1960  7,972,170 177.1% 42,257,888 125.6% 
1970  15,199,902 90.7% 61,465,583 45.5% 
1980  28,611,666 88.2% 54,480,223 -11.4% 
1990  50,659,144 77.1% 60,814,229 11.6% 
2000  83,219,691 64.3% 75,825,607 24.7% 




Total Revenues From All Sources Used by States for Highways, 
United States: 1921-2000 































In 2000, state motor fuel taxes alone accounted for over one-third of total revenues—
own-source plus intergovernmental—used by states for highways (Figures 3.3 and 3.4). 
This share is lower than previous time periods. During the 1930s and 1940s, in fact, 
state motor fuel taxes exceeded 50 percent of total revenue dollars. Intergovernmental 
revenues to states—primarily from federal motor fuel taxes through the Highway Trust 
Fund—have held fairly constant since the 1960s at around 30 percent of the total. Motor 
vehicle and carrier taxes and tolls have also stayed fairly constant as a share of total 
revenues since 1960. Other own-source revenues used by states for highways, 
including general fund appropriations and special assessments, were low throughout 
the middle decades of the past century but contributed more starting in the 1980s as 




Total Revenues Used by States for Highways by Source, United States: 1921-2000 



















($1,000s)       
1921  $4,142 $119,350 $0 $76,674 $110,904 $311,070
1930  478,303 332,415 11,878 57,304 154,720 1,034,620
1940  715,102 362,708 31,034 18,317 207,752 1,334,913
1950  1,536,916 733,140 72,076 66,109 469,043 2,877,284
1960  3,258,863 1,465,740 426,059 199,718 2,621,790 7,972,170
1970  6,090,985 2,752,159 834,015 675,749 4,846,994 15,199,902
1980  8,915,409 5,195,130 1,343,946 2,861,788 10,295,393 28,611,666
1990  18,297,779 9,659,267 2,554,975 5,333,150 14,813,973 50,659,144
2000  28,714,092 15,529,924 4,741,845 9,199,459 25,034,371 83,219,691
(% of total)       
1921  1.3% 38.4% 0.0% 24.6% 35.7%  100.0%
1930  46.2% 32.1% 1.1% 5.5% 15.0%  100.0%
1940  53.6% 27.2% 2.3% 1.4% 15.6%  100.0%
1950  53.4% 25.5% 2.5% 2.3% 16.3%  100.0%
1960  40.9% 18.4% 5.3% 2.5% 32.9%  100.0%
1970  40.1% 18.1% 5.5% 4.4% 31.9%  100.0%
1980  31.2% 18.2% 4.7% 10.0% 36.0%  100.0%
1990  36.1% 19.1% 5.0% 10.5% 29.2%  100.0%
2000  34.5% 18.7% 5.7% 11.1% 30.1%  100.0%
Sources: USDOT 1997; USDOT Highway Statistics.  
aIncludes only highway-user revenues that were used for highways. Amounts used for collection expenses, mass transit, or 
nonhighway expenditures are excluded. 
bOther revenues include: appropriations from general funds, property taxes and special assessments, other state imposts, and 
miscellaneous. 
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STATE-LEVEL AND REGIONAL HIGHWAY REVENUES 
 
Revenue trends in individual states show considerable variation. These differences are 
due to both state policies and the extent of the state-maintained road system. 
Appendices A.1 and A.2 show trends in state highway revenues for South Carolina and 
the United States at five year intervals between 1965 and 2000. 
 
Total revenues from all sources. South Carolina’s heavy dependence on state and 
federal fuel taxes becomes clear after comparing the state’s total revenue shares to the 
national and southeastern averages (Table 3.5, Figures 3.4, 3.5 and 3.6). South 
Carolina derives 46.8 percent of 2000 revenues used for highways from state motor fuel 
taxes compared to a national average of 34.5 percent and a regional average of 35.7 
percent. Combined state and federal fuel taxes account for 88.0 percent of total 
revenues in South Carolina versus a national average of 62.8 percent and a 
southeastern average of 66.3 percent.  
 
Table 3.5 
State Revenues Used for Highways,  
South Carolina, Southeast and United States Average: 2000 
(revenue totals and percentage shares) 





($1,000s)    
Own Sourcea $464,736 $13,734,053 $58,185,320  
Motor fuel taxes 370,999 7,142,514 28,714,092  
M.V. & carrier taxes 70,911 3,427,221 15,529,924  
Tolls 0c 772,443 4,741,845  
General funds 0 1,003,436 4,061,681  
Other state imposts 0 847,681 2,404,817  
Miscellaneous 22,826 540,758 2,732,961  
Intergovernmental 328,568 6,285,164 25,034,371  
Federal 327,029 6,120,798 23,546,419  
Local  1,539 164,366 1,487,952  
Totalb  793,304 20,019,217 83,219,691  
(% of total revenues)    
Own Sourcea 58.6% 68.6% 69.9% 
Motor fuel taxes 46.8% 35.7% 34.5% 
M.V. & carrier taxes 8.9% 17.1% 18.7% 
Tolls 0.0% 3.9% 5.7% 
General fund 0.0% 5.0% 4.9% 
Other state imposts 0.0% 4.2% 2.9% 
Miscellaneous 2.9% 2.7% 3.3% 
Intergovernmental 41.4% 31.4% 30.1% 
Federal 41.2% 30.6% 28.3% 
Local 0.2% 0.8% 1.8% 
Totalb 100.00% 100.0% 100.0% 
Source: USDOT Highway Statistics 2000. a Bonds excluded. bDetail may not sum to total due to 
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Miscellaneous          6.2%        
Local Governments  0.2%
 
Source: USDOT Highway Statistics 2000. Note: South Carolina received $4.7 million in toll revenue in 
this year, or 0.6% of total adjusted revenue. These revenues were not included in Highway Statistics. 
 
Figure 3.6 
Shares of Total Revenues From All Sources 
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South Carolina, in turn, makes less use of other revenue sources. Motor vehicle and 
carrier taxes account for 8.9 percent in South Carolina versus a national average of 
18.7 percent and a regional average of 17.1 percent. While South Carolina did not 
derive any revenues from state general appropriations in 2000, the national and 
regional averages for this source are 4.9 and 5.0 percent, respectively. The state 
received toll revenue of $4.7 million from the Cross Island Parkway in FY 1999-2000; 
however, this information was not included in the data published in the USDOT’s 
Highway Statistics 2000, which is used in this report. The national and regional 
averages for toll revenue are 5.7 and 3.9 percent, respectively. 
 
State own-source revenues. States control the amount of revenue raised from state 
sources by their choice of revenue instrument and tax rates or fees. Federal 
intergovernmental revenue—especially federal highway revenue—is obtained by 
formula or competitive grants over which states have little control. Focusing on state 
own-source revenues used for highways shows how heavily the state relies on certain 
revenue instruments to generate funds. For South Carolina, this analysis clearly shows 
the lack of diversification and slow growth in the state’s highway revenues. 
 
Nationwide, state own-source revenues used for highways increased 37.7 percent on 
average in constant dollars since 196516 (Table 3.6). In the twelve southeastern states,  
average own-source revenues increased by 51.1 percent in real terms (Table 3.7). Thus 
on average, states have increased highway revenues well above the rate of inflation 
over the past 35 years. 
 
In South Carolina, real own-source revenues used for highways grew from 1965 to 2000 
at the much slower rate of 2.7 percent, barely keeping ahead of inflation (Figure 3.7). As 
a result, the state ranked 44th out of 51 states (District of Columbia included) in the 
United States and 11th out of 12 states in the Southeast in terms of real own-source 
revenue growth over that time period.  
 
But growth in real own-source dollars does not tell the entire story. How well did 
revenues keep up with both population and inflation together? In other words, are states 
collecting the same level of revenues for highways in 2000 per person as they were in 
1965? In many states, the answer is no. 
 
Between the years 1965 and 2000, state own-source revenues used for highways failed 
to keep pace with population growth and inflation in 27 out of 51 states. In the 
Southeast, eight of twelve states saw declines in real (inflation-adjusted) own-source 
revenue per capita over the period. Real state own-source revenues per capita declined 
on average by 5.4 percent across the country and by 8.7 percent in the Southeast. In 
South Carolina, own-source revenues per capita used for highways fell by 36.1 percent 
between 1965 and 2000 (Table 3.6; Figure 3.8). The state ranked 48th nationally an last  
 
                                                 
16 Before 1965 detailed state-level revenues and expenditures were not available from the USDOT’s 





Growth in Own-Source Revenues Used By States For Highways: 1965-2000 
(constant dollars) 
Own-Source Revenuesa Per Capita Own-Source Revenuesa 
% Growth State Rank % Growth State Rank
Alabama 15.2% 41 -10.8% 31
Alaska 17.1% 40 -49.4% 51
Arizona 260.5% 2 11.3% 15
Arkansas 20.8% 37 -14.4% 34
California 11.9% 43 -38.6% 49
Colorado 152.5% 4 16.5% 12
Connecticut -4.4% 47 -19.8% 41
Delaware 64.0% 15 6.1% 19
District of Columbia 21.1% 36 68.7% 3
Florida 123.2% 5 -16.9% 37
Georgia 60.3% 16 -15.2% 35
Hawaii 48.3% 18 -13.8% 32
Idaho 75.8% 12 -6.8% 27
Illinois 37.3% 25 18.2% 11
Indiana -14.2% 50 -30.6% 46
Iowa 13.4% 42 6.2% 18
Kansas 47.8% 19 21.3% 8
Kentucky 46.5% 20 13.8% 14
Louisiana -1.3% 45 -22.8% 43
Maine 117.5% 6 70.1% 2
Maryland 26.1% 30 -14.3% 33
Massachusetts 112.2% 8 83.9% 1
Michigan 21.1% 35 1.8% 24
Minnesota 64.5% 14 20.1% 9
Mississippi 19.8% 39 -5.4% 26
Missouri 24.2% 31 -0.8% 25
Montana  35.1% 27 5.8% 20
Nebraska 21.8% 34 4.7% 23
Nevada 203.7% 3 -32.5% 47
New Hampshire 46.0% 21 -20.1% 42
New Jersey 81.4% 10 45.9% 5
New Mexico 113.9% 7 19.0% 10
New York -10.5% 49 -16.3% 36
North Carolina 77.2% 11 7.1% 17
North Dakota 29.5% 29 30.8% 7
Ohio -10.4% 48 -19.5% 40
Oklahoma 48.6% 17 5.1% 22
Oregon 35.6% 26 -23.2% 44
Pennsylvania 20.6% 38 14.1% 13
Rhode Island -34.1% 51 -43.9% 50
South Carolina 2.7% 44 -36.1% 48
South Dakota -2.0% 46 -10.3% 30
Tennessee 22.7% 33 -18.1% 39
Texas 86.7% 9 -7.1% 28
Utah 274.3% 1 66.1% 4
Vermont 23.7% 32 -17.9% 38
Virginia 75.3% 13 9.2% 16
Washington 41.3% 22 -28.9% 45
West Virginia 38.6% 23 36.9% 6
Wisconsin 33.4% 28 5.3% 21
Wyoming 37.3% 24 -7.7% 29
U.S. average 37.7% -5.4% 
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Growth in Own-Source Revenuesa 
Used By States For Highways, Southeast: 1965-2000 
(constant dollars) 
Own-Source Revenues Per Capita Own-Source Revenues 
State % Growth SE Rank State % Growth SE Rank
Florida 123.2% 1 West Virginia 36.9% 1
North Carolina 77.2% 2 Kentucky 13.8% 2
Virginia 75.3% 3 Virginia 9.2% 3
Georgia 60.3% 4 North Carolina 7.1% 4
Kentucky 46.5% 5 Mississippi -5.4% 5
West Virginia 38.6% 6 Alabama -10.8% 6
Tennessee 22.7% 7 Arkansas -14.4% 7
Arkansas 20.8% 8 Georgia -15.2% 8
Mississippi 19.8% 9 Florida -16.9% 9
Alabama 15.2% 10 Tennessee -18.1% 10
South Carolina 2.7% 11 Louisiana -22.8% 11
Louisiana -1.3% 12 South Carolina -36.1% 12
SE average 51.1%  SE average -8.7% 
Sources: USDOT Highway Statistics 1965 and 2000; USBEA 2002; US Census Bureau. a Bonds excluded. 
 
 
The extent of the state’s dependence on motor fuel tax revenues is even clearer when 
looking solely at own-source revenues (Figures 3.9, 3.10 and 3.11). South Carolina 
relied on the state motor fuel tax to supply 79.8 percent of its own-source revenues for 
highways in 2000. Motor fuel tax revenues per capita in South Carolina are about 90 
percent of both the southeastern and national averages. At the same time, state motor 
fuel tax revenue per million vehicle miles traveled in South Carolina was 86.7 percent of 
the Southeast average and 78.1 percent of the national average. And because of the 
large size of South Carolina’s state-maintained road network,17 state motor fuel tax 
revenue per state-maintained road mile is less than half of the Southeast average, and 
only 25.6 percent of the national average (Table 3.8).  
 
                                                 
17 State-maintained road miles were chosen rather than total road miles because they are more closely 
linked to state revenues, despite the fact that to varying degrees, states transfer some of the revenues 
they collect to local governments. In 2000, 12.2 percent of state expenditures on highways in the U.S. 





Shares of Own-Source Revenues Used By States For Highways, 






















Source: USDOT Highway Statistics.  
Note: South Carolina received $4.7 million in toll revenue in this year, or 1.0% of total adjusted revenue. 
These revenues were not included in Highway Statistics. 
 
Figure 3.10 
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Shares of Own-Source Revenues Used By States For Highways, 
























Other State Imposts   4.1%       
Miscellaneous             4.7%
 
Source: USDOT Highway Statistics.  
 
 
Because South Carolina is so dependent on state motor fuel tax revenue for funding 
highways, the picture for state own-source revenues per capita, per million VMT, and 
per road mile looks even worse in comparison to the southeastern and national 
averages. Per capita state own-source revenues are less than 60 percent of both the 
national and southeastern averages in 2000. Per million VMT, the state’s own-source 
revenues for highways are only 56.6 percent of the Southeast average and only 48.3 
percent of the national average. Per state-maintained road mile, South Carolina is just 
below one-third of the Southeast average (27.5%), and is only 15.9 percent of the 
national average (Table 3.9). With relatively low highway funding on all measures, 
South Carolina will continue to fall behind and have difficulty addressing identified 






State Revenues Used for Highways,  
South Carolina, Southeast and United States Average: 2000 
(revenues per capita, per million VMT,  
and per state-maintained road mile) 





($ per capita)    
Own Sourcea $115.84 $198.23 $206.75 
Motor fuel taxes 92.47 103.09 102.03 
M.V. & carrier taxes 17.67 49.47 55.18 
Tolls 0.00d 11.15 16.85 
General funds 0.00 14.48 14.43 
Other state imposts 0.00 12.24 8.55 
Miscellaneous 5.69 7.81 9.71 
Intergovernmental 81.90 90.72 88.96 
Federal 81.51 88.35 83.67 
Local  0.38 2.37 5.29 
Totalb  197.73 288.95 295.71 
($ per million VMT)    
Own Sourcea $10.21 $18.05 $21.16 
Motor fuel taxes 8.15 9.39 10.44 
M.V. & carrier taxes 1.56 4.50 5.65 
Tolls 0.00d 1.02 1.72 
General funds 0.00 1.32 1.48 
Other state imposts 0.00 1.11 0.87 
Miscellaneous 0.50 0.71 0.99 
Intergovernmental 7.22 8.26 9.10 
Federal 7.18 8.04 8.56 
Local  0.03 0.22 0.54 
Totalb  17.42 26.31 30.26 
($ per road mile)    
Own Sourcea $11,140 $40,462 $70,272 
Motor fuel taxes 8,893 21,042 34,679 
M.V. & carrier taxes 1,700 10,097 18,756 
Tolls 0d 2,276 5,727 
General funds 0 2,956 4,905 
Other state imposts 0 2,497 2,904 
Miscellaneous 547 1,593 3,301 
Intergovernmental 7,876 18,517 30,235 
Federal 7,839 18,032 28,438 
Local  37 484 1,797 
Totalb  19,015 58,978 100,507 
Source: USDOT Highway Statistics 2000. 
a Bonds excluded. 
bDetail may not sum to total due to rounding. 
cState-maintained road miles. 





South Carolina State Own-Source  
Highway Revenue Comparisons: 2000 
Total Expenditures 
SC as % of 
SE Average
SC as % of 
US Average
Per capita 58.4% 56.0%
Per million VMT 56.6% 48.3%
Per state-maintained 
road mile 27.5% 15.9%
 
 
STATE HIGHWAY EXPENDITURES 
 
For state and local governments, the primary highway-related expenditures are: capital 
outlays for roads and bridges; maintenance and traffic services; administration, planning 
and research; highway law enforcement and safety; debt service on bonds; and grants 
to local government. Capital outlay includes right-of-way acquisition, preliminary and 
construction engineering, and road and highway construction. States provide capital 
outlay and maintenance and traffic services for state-administered highways as well as 
local roads and streets. Most federal expenditures on highways are transfers to state 
and local governments. Only seven percent of federal expenditures in 2000 were direct 
expenditures by federal agencies. Most of that total was for administration and research 
(USDOT Highway Statistics 2000). 
 
Capital outlays accounted for 69.2 percent of overall state expenditures on highways in 
1921 (Table 3.10). By 1940, that figure fell to 41.7 percent. Today, capital outlays 
account for 53.0 percent of state highway spending. Maintenance expenditures were 
lower and capital outlays were higher as a share of total state spending on highways 
during the 1960s and 1970s due to massive construction outlays for the federal 
interstate highway program and major arterial improvements. Since the 1980s the 
reverse has prevailed as these facilities have aged and now require increasing levels of 
maintenance. Administration and safety (including law enforcement) has grown in 
relative budget share over the past three decades. 
 
Total state spending on highways in the nation increased more than 200-fold from $437 
million in 1921 to $89.8 billion in 2000. Real (inflation-adjusted) state highway 
expenditures have nearly quadrupled since 1950, due in large part to increased federal 
funding for the interstate highway program and then ISTEA and TEA-21 in the 1990s 
(Figures 3.12 and 3.13). Transportation expenditures in South Carolina increased from 
$114 million to $970 million in current dollars (including spending on law enforcement 
and safety) between the years 1965 and 200018 (Appendix A.3). In real dollars, 
expenditures increased by 41 percent over that time period. Expenditure shares shift  
                                                 
18 Public safety was removed from the South Carolina Department of Transportation during state 
government reorganization in fiscal year 1993-94. Still, to compare state programs, law enforcement and 




















($1,000s)    
 
  
1921  $302,566 $64,933 $24,829 $17,068 $27,699 $437,095 
1930  739,787 196,128 42,534 124,619 187,449 1,290,517 
1940  597,532 226,511 82,809 239,643 286,200 1,432,695 
1950  1,648,633 514,875 192,098 261,149 619,067 3,235,822 
1960  4,983,202 1,005,401 531,334 635,964 1,202,547 8,358,448 
1970  9,326,810 1,967,602 1,518,741 1,302,992 2,416,425 16,532,570 
1980  15,386,369 4,645,879 3,856,726 2,129,936 4,113,089 30,131,999 
1990  26,254,131 8,393,562 7,530,758 3,480,535 7,926,885 53,585,871 
2000  47,616,404 12,962,185 11,225,921 7,024,526 11,003,898 89,832,934 
(% of total)       
1921  69.2% 14.9% 5.7% 3.9% 6.3% 100.0% 
1930  57.3% 15.2% 3.3% 9.7% 14.5% 100.0% 
1940  41.7% 15.8% 5.8% 16.7% 19.9% 100.0% 
1950  50.9% 15.9% 5.9% 8.1% 19.1% 100.0% 
1960  59.6% 12.0% 6.3% 7.6% 14.4% 100.0% 
1970  56.4% 11.9% 9.2% 7.9% 14.6% 100.0% 
1980  51.1% 15.4% 12.8% 7.0% 13.7% 100.0% 
1990  48.9% 15.6% 14.1% 6.5% 14.8% 100.0% 
2000  53.0% 14.4% 12.5% 7.8% 12.3% 100.0% 
 
Sources: USDOT 1997; USDOT Highway Statistics.  
aIncludes administration, highway law enforcement and safety, and miscellaneous. 
bInterest and bond retirement and bond redemption by refunding combined. 
 
 
over time depending on federal and state priorities. General state expenditure trends 
over the past 35 years include a decrease in the share of spending going to capital 
outlays and an increase in the shares going to maintenance and law enforcement and 
safety (Appendix A.4). In 2000 South Carolina spent a smaller share of its budget on 
capital outlays and a larger share on maintenance than the southeastern and national 
averages. The state’s debt service was also lower than average (Table 3.11).  
 
State grants to local governments are hard to evaluate. South Carolina’s transfers to 
local governments per road mile are smaller than those in the Southeast and the U.S., 
but states handle assistance to local governments in different ways. Some states 
(Georgia, Kentucky, and Montana, for instance) include spending on local roads as part 
of their state budget. A few states (Delaware, North Carolina, Virginia, and West 
Virginia) even have most local roads under direct state control. Other states (e.g., 
Alabama, California, Tennessee) give most of their assistance to local governments 
through grants rather than direct state outlays. South Carolina is in-between with grant-
based spending for local roads of $57.4 million and an additional $19.4 million in direct 




 Figure 3.12 
State Expenditures for Highways, United States: 1921-2000 
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State Expenditures for Highways, 
South Carolina, Southeast and United States: 2000 





($1,000s)    
Capital Outlay $502,049 $12,032,829 $47,616,404 
Maintenance 231,833 3,635,362 12,962,185 
Administration & Safetya 155,559 2,423,171 11,225,921 
Debt Serviceb 23,304 1,135,785 7,024,526 
Transfers to Local Govt. 57,473 1,482,053 11,003,898 
Total Spending 970,218 20,709,200 89,832,934 
(% of total)    
Capital Outlay 51.7% 58.1% 53.0% 
Maintenance 23.9% 17.6% 14.4% 
Administration & Safetya 16.0% 11.7% 12.5% 
Debt Serviceb 2.4% 5.5% 7.8% 
Transfers to Local Govt. 5.9% 7.2% 12.3% 
Total Spendingb 100.00% 100.0% 100.0% 
(Per Capita)    
Capital Outlay $125.14 $173.68 $169.20 
Maintenance 57.78 52.47 46.06 
Administration & Safetya 38.77 34.98 39.89 
Debt Serviceb 5.81 16.39 24.96 
Transfers to Local Govt. 14.33 21.39 39.10 
Total Spending 241.83 298.91 319.21 
(Per million VMT)    
Capital Outlay $11.02 $15.81 $17.32 
Maintenance 5.09 4.78 4.71 
Administration & Safetya 3.42 3.18 4.08 
Debt Serviceb 0.51 1.49 2.55 
Transfers to Local Govt. 1.26 1.95 4.00 
Total Spending 21.31 27.22 32.67 
(Per Road Mile)    
Capital Outlay $12,034 $35,450 $57,508 
Maintenance 5,557 10,710 15,655 
Administration & Safetya 3,729 7,139 13,558 
Debt Serviceb 559 3,346 8,484 
Transfers to Local Govt. 1,378 4,366 13,290 
Total Spending 23,256 61,011 110,749 
a Includes administration, highway law enforcement and safety, and miscellaneous. 
b Interest and bond retirement and bond redemption by refunding combined. 
 
 
Per capita, South Carolina had outlays in maintenance and administration and safety at 
similar levels to the southeastern and national averages in 2000. In all other areas the 
state was well below regional and national per capita spending levels. The same holds 
true for expenditures per million VMT. Spending per capita in South Carolina was 80.9 
percent of the Southeast average and 75.8 percent of the U.S. average. Spending per 
million VMT in the state was 78.3 percent of the Southeast average and 65.2 percent of 




Spending per road mile is where South Carolina’s funding deficits become impossible to 
overlook. In 2000, state spending on highways per road mile was 38.1 percent of the 




South Carolina State Highway  
Expenditure Comparisons: 2000 
Total Expenditures 
SC as % of 
SE Average
SC as % of 
US Average
Per capita 80.9% 75.8%
Per million VMT 78.3% 65.2%
Per state-maintained 













STATE REVENUE SOURCES FOR HIGHWAYS: COMPARATIVE STATE ANALYSIS 
 
 
Some disparity exists in the funding mechanisms used by individual states to meet 
transportation needs. To compare funding mixes between states, the publication 
Highways Statistics for the year 2000 was used, as in the previous chapter. This report, 
compiled by the U.S. Department of Transportation’s Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA), is based on annual reports of revenues and expenditures for highways by 
federal, state, and local governments. Some interpretation on the part of FHWA may 
occur in the case of missing data. Figures were checked and adjusted for South 
Carolina, but no systematic check was conducted for the other states.19 All states make 
their own internal budget adjustments so that the actual revenues applied to state 
highway departments will vary. 
 
National comparisons are based on 51 states because the District of Columbia is 
included in the data set. The Southeast region includes twelve states. Those states 
extend west to include Arkansas and Louisiana and north to include Virginia, West 
Virginia, and Kentucky. They reflect geographic proximity and historical ties but also 
some similarities in terms of transportation systems. 
 
MOTOR FUEL TAXES 
 
Motor fuel taxes remain the primary revenue source for funding transportation. Motor 
fuel taxes are usually collected in the form of excise taxes, levied at a fixed rate per 
gallon of fuel sold. As the price of fuel fluctuates, these taxes bring in the same amount 
of revenue per gallon sold. Many states also add additional motor fuel taxes to the 
excise tax base. All states plus the District of Columbia levy motor fuel taxes (Table 
4.1).  
 
Excise taxes. State motor fuel excise taxes on gasoline20 currently range from a high of 
28.1 cents per gallon (cpg) in Wisconsin to 7.5 cpg in Georgia. The average 2002 state 
excise tax on gasoline is 19.2 cpg (median=20.0). Only nine states have a lower base 
gasoline excise tax than South Carolina’s 16.0 cpg. Gasoline excise taxes in the 
Southeast are 17.1 cpg, on average. 
                                                 
19 In 2000, Highway Statistics incorrectly reported a very large amount of general fund revenues for 
highways for South Carolina (there are none). For this analysis, the revenue total in the state, region, and 
U.S. was adjusted downward to remove these funds. A much smaller amount of toll revenue received by 
SCDOT was also not reported by FHWA. South Carolina figures were not corrected for this amount to 
maintain consistency with FHWA sources.  
20 Tax rates discussed are for gasoline only, but diesel, kerosene, aviation, and other fuels are also taxed 
and may have different rates. Revenues from fuel taxes discussed in this report include revenues from 
these other fuels as well. However, not all revenues collected from a given motor fuel tax are necessarily 





State Gasoline Taxes: 2002 (cents per gallon) 













New York 8.00 24.350 32.350   32.350 1
Wisconsin 28.10 3.000 31.100   31.100 2
Rhode Island 28.00 1.000 29.000   29.000 3
California 18.00 1.200 19.200 6.00% 8.730 27.930 4
Montana 27.00 0.750 27.750   27.750 5
Illinois 19.00 0.300 19.300 6.55% 8.129 27.429 6
Hawaii 16.00 5.120 21.120 4.00% 6.133 27.253 7
Michigan 19.00 0.875 19.875 6.00% 7.038 26.913 8
Pennsylvania 12.00 14.650 26.650   26.650 9
Nebraska 24.50 0.900 25.400   25.400 10
West Virginia 20.50 4.850 25.350   25.350 11
Connecticut 25.00 0.000 25.000   25.000 12
Idaho 25.00 0.000 25.000   25.000 12
Nevada 24.00 0.805 24.805   24.805 14
Utah 24.50 0.250 24.750   24.750 15
North Carolina 24.20 0.250 24.450   24.450 16
Oregon 24.00 0.000 24.000   24.000 17
South Dakota 22.00 2.000 24.000   24.000 17
Maryland 23.50 0.000 23.500   23.500 19
Delaware 23.00 0.000 23.000   23.000 20
Washington 23.00 0.000 23.000   23.000 20
Colorado 22.00 0.000 22.000   22.000 22
Kansas 21.00 1.000 22.000   22.000 22
Maine 22.00 0.000 22.000   22.000 22
Minnesota 20.00 2.000 22.000   22.000 22
Ohio 22.00 0.000 22.000   22.000 22
Arkansas 21.50 0.200 21.700   21.700 27
Massachusetts 21.00 0.500 21.500   21.500 28
Tennessee 20.00 1.400 21.400   21.400 29
Florida 13.90 7.200 21.100   21.100 30
Iowa 20.00 1.000 21.000   21.000 31
North Dakota 21.00 0.000 21.000   21.000 31
Mississippi 18.00 2.400 20.400   20.400 33
District of Columbia 20.00 0.000 20.000   20.000 34
Louisiana 20.00 0.000 20.000   20.000 34
Texas 20.00 0.000 20.000   20.000 34
Vermont 19.00 1.000 20.000   20.000 34
Indiana 15.00 0.008 15.008 5.00% 4.965 19.973 38
New Hampshire 18.00 1.700 19.700   19.700 39
Alabama 16.00 2.300 18.300   18.300 40
Virginia 17.50 0.600 18.100   18.100 41
Arizona 18.00 0.000 18.000   18.000 42
New Mexico 17.00 1.000 18.000   18.000 42
Missouri 17.00 0.050 17.050   17.050 44
Oklahoma 16.00 1.000 17.000   17.000 45
South Carolina 16.00 0.750 16.750   16.750 46
Kentucky 10.00 6.400 16.400   16.400 47
New Jersey 10.50 4.000 14.500   14.500 48
Wyoming 13.00 1.000 14.000   14.000 49
Georgia 7.50 0.000 7.500 4.00% 4.500 12.000 50
Alaska 8.00 0.000 8.000   8.000 51
U.S. average 19.200 1.879 21.079 -- -- 21.853 --
U.S. median 20.000 0.750 21.120 -- -- 22.000 --





Within the southeastern states, South Carolina ranks tenth among twelve states with 
only Kentucky and Georgia having lower gasoline excise taxes. Only about two-thirds of 
the revenues from South Carolina’s motor fuel excise taxes go to the State Highway 
Fund for use by the Department of Transportation. The remainder is designated for 
distribution to counties, the Coordinating Council for Economic Development, the state 
general fund, and the Department of Natural Resources.21 
 
Additional state motor fuel taxes. Many states also add additional charges to motor 
fuel excise taxes. These additional charges include sales taxes on motor fuel purchases 
as well as additional per-gallon charges for environmental cleanup, underground 
storage, and petroleum facility inspection fees. In most states, these taxes are fairly 
small—only a few cents per gallon. 
 
Six states apply sales tax to gasoline purchases at the point of sale. Three additional 
states—Florida, New York, and West Virginia—apply sales tax converted to a fixed per-
gallon fee. State sales tax rates vary from 6.55 percent in Illinois to 4 percent in Hawaii 
and Georgia. The base for sales taxes also varies by state. Georgia, for instance, 
applies its sales tax to the retail price of gasoline plus federal fuel taxes. Hawaii applies 
sales tax to the retail price plus state and federal taxes. 
 
In South Carolina, a quarter-cent per gallon petroleum inspection fee and a half-cent per 
gallon environmental impact fee are added to the excise tax. These funds are reserved 
for the Department of Health and Environmental Control.22 The state exempts gasoline 
and other motor fuels subject to excise taxes from sales taxation. The only exception is 
gasoline used by aircraft.23 
 
Adjusted state gasoline taxes. After adjusting state fuel taxes to reflect these 
additional per gallon and ad valorem taxes, the range of effective state motor fuel levies 
runs from a high of 32.35 cents in New York to a low of 8.0 cpg in Alaska (Table 4.2; 
Figure 4.1). With an adjusted tax rate of 16.75 cpg, South Carolina is in 46th place in the 
country with only five states having lower rates (Appendix A.5). Within the Southeast, 
only Kentucky and Georgia have a lower adjusted tax rate on gasoline than South 
Carolina.24 In Georgia, the four percent sales tax applied to the per-gallon excise tax on 
gasoline raises the effective tax rate from 7.5 to 12.0 cpg.25 
 
Federal motor fuel taxes. Federal motor fuel tax revenues are deposited in the federal 
Highway Trust Fund. The current federal excise tax on gasoline is 18.4 cpg. Federal 
motor fuel tax revenues are returned to states based upon federal funding criteria for 
                                                 
21 S.C. Code § 12-28-2710 et seq.; § 12-28-2910. 
22 S.C. Code § 12-28-2355; S.C. Code § 44-2-60(B). 
23 S.C. Code § 12-26-2120. 
24 Kentucky’s base gasoline excise tax rate is 10 cents per gallon, or 9 percent of the pre-tax price of 
gasoline, whichever is higher. If pre-tax gasoline prices in Kentucky exceed $1.3055, Kentucky’s adjusted 
motor fuel excise tax will exceed South Carolina’s. 
25 Calculated using the prevailing average pre-tax price on all grades of gasoline for sale to end users in 




both highways and transit programs (Figure 4.2).26 Despite recent changes to provide 
greater equity in distribution, some disparity continues to exist. In 2002 South Carolina 
received 87 cents on the dollar for federal motor fuel taxes collected in the state for 




Adjusted State Gasoline Tax Rates, Summary: 2002 





Excise + other + 
sales taxes 
Highest              State New York New York 
                          Value 32.35 32.35 
Lowest               State Georgia Alaska 
                          Value 7.5 8.0 
U.S. Mean/Median 21.08 / 21.12 21.85 / 22.0 
Regional Mean/Median 19.12 / 20.20 19.66 / 20.20 
S.C. 16.75 16.75 
S.C. Rank in U.S. 45 46 
S.C. Rank in Region 10 10 
S.C. % of U.S. Median 79.3% 76.1% 
Sources: FTA 2002; Oglesby 2002; USDOE 2002; USDOT Highway Statistics 
2000. 
                                                 
26 Of the current federal excise tax on gasoline, 15.44 cpg goes to the Highway Account of the federal 
Highway Trust Fund, 2.86 cpg goes to the Mass Transit Account of the Highway Trust Fund, and 0.1 cpg 
goes to the Leaking Underground Storage Tank Trust Fund. Other fuels are taxed at different rates and 





Adjusted State Gasoline Tax Rates: 2000 




Federal Highway Trust Fund Payments to States: 2000  





Motor fuel tax revenue dependence. There are two ways to look at a state’s 
dependence on revenues from motor fuel taxes. One can look at state and federal 
motor fuel tax revenues combined as a share of state revenues from all sources. Or 
alternatively, one can examine state motor fuel tax revenues as a share of state own-
source revenues used for highways.  
 
For example, combined federal and state motor fuel tax revenues account for 91.0 
percent of total highway revenues in Montana but only 37.3 percent of total revenues in 
New Jersey (Table 4.3, Figure 4.3; Appendix A.7). South Carolina, despite its relatively 
low fuel tax rate, ranks second in the U.S. in terms of fuel tax dependency with 88.0 
percent of total state revenues from all sources used for highways derived from motor 
fuel taxes.27 
 
In general, southern and western states tend to be most dependent on fuel tax 
revenues for highway funding, and northeastern and Great Lakes states tend to be least 
dependent on fuel tax revenues. Within the Southeast, South Carolina has the highest 
fuel tax dependency at 88.0 percent while Virginia has the lowest share of total 
revenues used for highways derived from state and federal motor fuel taxes at 48.2 




Combined State and Federal Motor Fuel 





Highest              State Montana 
                          Value 91.0% 
Lowest               State New Jersey 
                          Value 37.3% 
U.S. Mean/Median 62.8% / 64.2% 
Regional Mean/Median 66.3% / 66.6% 
S.C. 88.0% 
S.C. Rank in U.S. 2 
S.C. Rank in Region 1 
S.C. % of U.S. median  137.1% 




While state motor fuel taxes remain the most important single revenue source for 
highways in most states, the share of state own-source revenues derived from fuel 
taxes varies considerably (Table 4.4). Nationally, Montana ranks at the top of the list 
with Montana with 82.7 percent of its state own-source revenue for highways from 
                                                 
27 The South Carolina Department of Transportation derives about 92% of its revenues from the state and 




motor fuel taxes. South Carolina is close behind, with 79.8 percent of state own-source 
revenues used for highways coming from motor fuel tax revenues (Figure 4.6).28  
 
More telling, South Carolina’s dependence on state motor fuel tax revenues is 167 
percent over the U.S. median. Alaska, which reported only 14.4 percent of its highway 
funds from motor fuel taxes, has a very low gasoline tax rate and depends mostly on 
state general funds to support highways. New Jersey, another state with low 
dependence on motor fuel tax revenues, uses tolls heavily in its revenue mix. 
 
South Carolina ranks first among southeastern states, followed by Alabama at 76.6 
percent and Tennessee at 75.5 percent (Figure 4.7). The lowest share of state own-
source revenue derived from state fuel taxes in the region is Georgia at 34.5 percent in 
2000. In South Carolina, because some fuel tax revenues are allocated to other uses, 
about 92 percent of state own-source revenues received by SCDOT are derived from 




Combined State and Federal Motor Fuel Tax Revenue, United States: 2000 
(percentage of total state revenue used for highways) 
                                                 
28 State motor fuel tax revenues used in these calculations include funds diverted to counties and the 





Combined State and Federal Motor Fuel Tax Revenue, Southeast: 2000 





Combined State and Federal Motor Fuel Tax Revenue, Southeast: 2000 
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State Motor Fuel Tax Revenue 
Used for Highways, Summary: 2000 
Percentage of State 
Own-Source Revenuea 
Highest              State Montana 
                          Value 82.7% 
Lowest               State Alaska 
                          Value 14.4% 
U.S. Mean/Median 49.4% / 47.8% 
Regional Mean/Median 52.0% / 56.8% 
S.C. 79.8% 
S.C. Rank in U.S. 2 
S.C. Rank in Region 1 
S.C. % of U.S. Median 167.0% 





State Motor Fuel Tax Revenue, United States: 2000 






State Motor Fuel Tax Revenue, Southeast: 2000 
(percentage of state own-source revenue used for highways) 
 
 
MOTOR VEHICLE REGISTRATION AND CARRIER FEES 
 
Motor vehicle and carrier fees vary by state as well as by vehicle type. For passenger 
cars, vehicle registration fees range from a high of $125 in Minnesota to a low of $8 in 
Arizona (Table 4.5; Figures 4.8 and 4.9). South Carolina ranks 33rd in the U.S. and fifth 
in the Southeast in terms of registration fees for automobiles with an annual fee of $24. 
For five axle carriers or tractor-trailer trucks, carrier fees range from $2,892 in 
Mississippi to $120 in Wyoming. At $1,620, South Carolina ranks 14th in the U.S. and 
second in the Southeast in terms of fees for large commercial trucks. 
 
Combined motor vehicle and carrier fees account for a high of 37.1 percent of total 
revenue in Kentucky to a low of 4.7 percent in Alaska. South Carolina ranks 45th in the 
U.S. and 11th in the Southeast with 8.9 percent of total revenue derived from motor 
vehicle and carrier fees. As a share of state own-source revenue, the range runs from 
54.5 percent in Kentucky to 9.8 percent in Maine. At 15.3 percent, South Carolina ranks 
44th in the U.S. and 10th in the region in terms of state own-source revenue generated 
from motor vehicle and carrier fees. Within the southeastern states, only Louisiana and 
North Carolina derive a smaller share of state own-source revenues from motor vehicle 







State Motor Vehicle and Carrier Fees, Summary: 2000 
Registration Fee Schedule 
 for Typical Vehicle 








Highest              State Minnesota Mississippic Kentucky Kentucky 
                          Value $125.00 $2,892.00 37.1% 54.5% 
Lowest               State Arizona Wyoming Alaska Maine 
                          Value $8.00 $120.00 4.7% 9.8% 
U.S. Mean/Median $35.30 / $27.30 $1,493 / $1,152 18.7% / 16.1% 26.7% / 24.2%
Regional Mean/Median $22.76 / $23.38 $1,199 / $1,074 17.1% / 13.8% 25.0% / 21.0%
South Carolina $24.00 $1,620.00 8.9% 15.3% 
S.C. Rank in U.S. 33 14 45 44 
S.C. Rank in Region 5 2 11 10 
S.C. % of U.S. Median 87.9% 140.6% 55.3% 63.2% 
Source: USDOT Highway Statistics 2000; USDOT, FHWA 2001. 
aA 1992 4-door sedan of 3,111 pounds empty weight was selected as the typical passenger car. 
bA 2001 diesel-powered truck tractor of 14,440 pounds empty weight and a semitrailer of 12,300 pounds empty weight, 
registered for 80,000 pounds gross combination weight, in private operation, were selected as typical vehicles. 
cHighest according to the most opted fee-basis based on weight groups. Illinois, however has an optional fee-basis based 





State Motor Vehicle and Carrier Fee Revenues 



















Alabama $142,116 11.3% 9 20.1% 8
Arkansas 122,926 14.3% 6 22.1% 5
Florida 640,501 16.8% 4 23.2% 4
Georgia 227,573 12.3% 8 20.2% 7
Kentucky 620,381 37.1% 1 54.5% 1
Louisiana 87,434 6.9% 12 10.4% 12
Mississippi 137,465 14.8% 5 21.8% 6
North Carolina 236,716 9.0% 10 12.6% 11
South Carolina 70,911 8.9% 11 15.3% 10
Tennessee 191,384 13.3% 7 19.9% 9
Virginia 719,652 28.4% 2 35.9% 2
West Virginia 230,162 23.1% 3 34.7% 3
       
Southeast $3,427,221 17.1%  25.0%  








Motor Vehicle and Carrier Fee Revenue, United States: 2000 




Motor Vehicle and Carrier Fee Revenue, Southeast: 2000 





APPROPRIATIONS FROM GENERAL FUNDS 
 
Thirty-eight states (including the District of Columbia) use appropriations from the state 
general fund as a revenue source for highways. The highest overall dependency on 
general fund revenues occurs in Maine, where 41.6 percent of total state revenues used 
for highways are derived from this source. As a share of state own-source revenue, 
Alaska generates the highest share of revenue from general fund appropriations at 53.2 
percent (Table 4.7; Figures 4.10 and 4.11; Appendix A.9).  
 
Thirteen states including South Carolina derive no highway funding from state general 
fund appropriations. South Carolina does receive transit monies from the state general 
fund. In the 2001-02 fiscal year, $524,415 was budgeted for transit and $490,752 was 
received. Within the region, three states—Florida, South Carolina, and Virginia—use no 




State General Fund Appropriations 








Highest              State Maine Alaska 
                          Value 41.6% 53.2% 
Lowest               State 13 States 13 States 
                          Value 0.0% 0.0% 
U.S. Mean/Median 4.9% / 1.7% 7.0% / 2.8% 
Regional Mean/Median 5.0% / 1.3% 7.3% / 2.1% 
S.C. 0.0% 0.0% 
S.C. Rank in U.S. 39 (tie) 39 (tie) 
S.C. Rank in Region 10 (tie) 10 (tie) 
S.C % of U.S. Median 0.0% 0.0% 
Source: USDOT Highway Statistics 2000. 
Note: In the U.S., 13 states used no general funds for highways and were 
ranked as 39. In the Southeast, 3 states used no general funds and were tied 








State General Fund Appropriations, United States: 2000 




State General Fund Appropriations, Southeast: 2000 





ROAD AND CROSSING TOLLS 
 
Tolls were used as a revenue source by twenty-nine states in 2000. Tolls tend to be 
used more extensively in the Northeast and Great Lakes states than in other parts of 
the country, although Florida depends heavily on toll revenues as well. Delaware has 
the highest share of revenues generated from tolls at 28.4 percent of total revenues and 
37.1 percent of state own-source revenues used for highways. In the Southeast, Florida 
has the highest shares of toll revenue in both total revenues (25.5 percent) and state  
own-source revenues (20.5 percent). Alabama, Mississippi, and Tennessee received no 
state-administered toll revenues in 2000 (Table 4.8, Figures 4.12 and 4.13; Appendix 
A.10).  
 
Although the FHWA’s Highway Statistics 2000 report lists South Carolina as one of the 
states without toll revenues, SCDOT does collect tolls on the Cross Island Parkway in 
Beaufort County. Tolls in 2000 were $4.7 million. Tolls are also collected on the new 
privately financed Southern Connector in Greenville County, but these revenues go to 




State Road and Crossing Tolls 







Highest              State Delaware Delaware 
                          Value 28.4% 37.1% 
Lowest               State 22 states 22 states 
                          Value 0.0% 0.0% 
U.S. Mean/Median 5.7% / 0.1% 8.2% / 0.1% 
Regional Mean/Median 3.9% / 0.4% 5.6% / 0.6% 
S.C. 0.0% 0.0% 
S.C. Rank in U.S. 30 (tie) 30 (tie) 
S.C. Rank in Region 9 (tie) 9 (tie) 
S.C. % of U.S. Median 0.0% 0.0% 
Source: USDOT Highway Statistics 2000. 
Note: In U.S., 22 states with no toll revenue were tied and ranked as 30 (tie); in 
S.E., 4 states with no toll revenues were tied and ranked 9 (tie). 
aBonds excluded. 
bHighway Statistics reported no toll revenue in 2000, but the state received 







Road and Crossing Toll Revenue, United States: 2000 




Road and Crossing Toll Revenue, Southeast: 2000 





OTHER STATE REVENUES 
 
States use a number of other state-generated revenue sources to fund highways. These 
sources include: other state imposts, such as sales taxes applied to fuel consumption; 
sales taxes on new vehicle purchases; environmental fees; and rental car fees. The 
highest use of other state own-source revenues is by the state of Nebraska, which 
derives 28.2 percent of its state own-source revenue from miscellaneous revenue 




Other State Revenue 







Kansas Nebraska Highest              State 
                         Value 19.0% 28.2% 
Idaho Idaho Lowest              State 
                         Value 0.0% 0.0% 
U.S. Mean/Median 6.2% / 4.5% 8.8% / 6.9% 
Regional Mean/Median 6.9% / 4.1% 10.1% / 6.1% 
S.C. 2.9% 4.9% 
S.C. Rank in U.S. 39 34 
S.C. Rank in Region 9 9 
S.C. % of U.S. Median 64.4% 71.0% 
Source: USDOT Highway Statistics 2000.  aBonds excluded. 
 
 
South Carolina ranks 39th among U.S. states with only 4.9 percent of state own-source 
revenues derived from other sources. In South Carolina, these revenues include 
miscellaneous receipts; prior year expenditure refunds; sales of goods, services, land, 
and buildings; among others. South Carolina ranks 9th among the 12 southeastern 
states in the use of other state funding sources. Virginia and Georgia rank first and 





Other State Revenue, United States: 2000 




Other State Revenue, Southeast: 2000 





OWN-SOURCE AND OTHER INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVENUES 
 
In terms of state-generated revenues, South Carolina ranks 43rd in the U.S. with 58.6 
percent of revenues generated from its own sources. Nationally, Massachusetts ranks 
at the top of the list with 80.7 percent of revenues generated internally. At the other 
extreme, Wyoming generates only 37.5 percent of its revenues from own sources 
(Table 4.10; Figure 4.16; Appendix A.11). Among southeastern states, Virginia derives 
the highest share of revenues internally at 79.2 percent, while Alabama is last among 




State Own-Source Revenue 




Highest              State Massachusetts 
                          Value 80.7% 
Lowest               State Wyoming 
                          Value 37.5% 
U.S. Mean/Median 69.9% / 66.7% 
Regional Mean/Median 68.6% / 66.7% 
S.C. 58.6% 
S.C. Rank in U.S. 43 
S.C. Rank in Region 11 
S.C. % of U.S. Median  87.9% 




As discussed earlier, the bulk of external highway funding for states is derived from 
transfers from the federal Highway Trust Fund, which is supported by federal motor fuel 
tax revenues. But some states also get a significant amount of intergovernmental 
payments from local governments. The state of Arizona, for example, received 37.1 
percent of its intergovernmental revenue from local governments within the state in 
2000; the share in California was 21.5 percent. These receipts are typically 
reimbursements for work performed by the state highway department on behalf of local 
governments.  
 
Fourteen states, on the other hand, reported no revenue from local governments in 
2000. These differences result from policies affecting state control over local roads. 
South Carolina received less than one percent of its intergovernmental revenues from 
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State Own-Source Revenue, Southeast: 2000 










Transportation infrastructure has become a critical issue for states. Projected 
transportation needs relative to current revenue capacities suggest substantial 
shortfalls. This situation is occurring across the country, but the outlook in South 
Carolina is particularly dire given the state’s current funding capacity. 
 
Expenditures per capita for highways in South Carolina amounted to $242 per capita in 
2000 compared to a national average of $319 per capita and a southeastern state 
average of $299 per capita. South Carolina ranked 48th out of 51 states (District of 
Columbia included) and 11th out of 12 southeastern states in expenditures per capita for 
highways. South Carolina has a very large state-maintained road network and its 
spending per mile is spread thin. Expenditures per road mile in South Carolina are a 
very low $23,256 compared to national and regional averages of $110,749 and 
$61,011, respectively. On that basis, the state ranked last in the country and last in the 
Southeast in this measure. These figures per road mile need to be qualified to some 
degree as the state’s extensive road network includes a higher percentage of secondary 
roads than the national average. Still, the magnitude of difference between national and 
regional averages is an obvious red flag.  
 
Although South Carolina has always struggled to fund public investment needs, it 
seems that the state has fallen still further behind during the period of relative prosperity 
at the end of the last century. Between the years 1965 and 2000, state own-source 
revenues used for highways (bonds excluded) increased in South Carolina by 521 
percent in current dollars, but real (inflation-adjusted) growth was only a modest 2.7 
percent. Over that same period, real own-source revenue grew 37.3 percent on average 
in the United States and 51.1 percent on average in the Southeast. South Carolina 
ranked 44th in the nation and 11th in the Southeast in the rate of state own-source 
revenue growth over this thirty-five year period. On a per capita basis, real own-source 
revenues in South Carolina actually fell by 36.1 percent between 1965 and 2000. As a 
result, the state ranked 48th in the country and last in the region in terms of own-source 
revenue growth per capita.  
 
Motor fuel taxes continue to be the major source of transportation funding. South 
Carolina’s state motor fuel excise tax of 16 cents per gallon compares to a national 
average of 19.2 cents per gallon and a regional average of 17.1 cents per gallon. The 
state’s base motor fuel excise tax rate is the third lowest in the Southeast. When fuel tax 
adjustments including sales taxes and miscellaneous fees are added in, only five states 
have a lower adjusted fuel tax rate than South Carolina’s adjusted rate of 16.75 cents 
per gallon. Georgia and Kentucky are the only southeastern states with lower adjusted 





Despite its low tax rate, South Carolina is second in the nation and first in the region in 
fuel tax dependency. The state derives 88.0 percent of total state revenue used for 
highways from combined state and federal fuel taxes compared to national and regional 
averages of 62.8 percent and 66.3 percent, respectively. Only Montana derives a higher 
share of its total revenues from fuel taxes. 
 
Focusing on state own-source revenues, South Carolina continues to rank second in 
the nation in fuel tax dependency with 79.8 percent of its state own-source revenues 
used for highways derived from the state fuel tax.  
 
South Carolina makes comparatively little use of other funding options. Nationally, 18.7 
percent of total state revenues used for highways in 2000 come from motor vehicle and 
carrier taxes. With 8.9 percent of total revenues derived from motor vehicle and carrier 
taxes, South Carolina ranks 45th in the nation and 11th in the region in the relative share 
of revenues derived from this source. Of motor vehicle and carrier taxes, commercial 
truck fees are allocated to the South Carolina Transportation Infrastructure Bank and 
only 20 percent of passenger vehicle fees go to SCDOT. 
 
Thirty-seven states use revenues from the state general fund as a revenue source, 
while 28 states generate toll revenues for highways. On average, general funds account 
for 4.9 percent of total state revenues used for highways, while tolls account for 5.7 
percent of the total. Historically, South Carolina has not used general fund 
appropriations to support highways although general funds do support transit. Modest 
toll revenues are now part of SCDOT’s budget. The bottom line is that despite a low fuel 
tax rate, the state’s high fuel tax dependency occurs as a result of the lack of other 
funding options. 
 
SCDOT has been creative in recent years in using innovative financing techniques to 
accelerate planned spending. The 27-in-7 Peak Performance program is compressing 
27 years of highway improvements into seven years by pledging future revenues to pay 
the debt service on bonds. The Transportation Infrastructure Bank uses federal funds to 
leverage state and private funds to get major projects such as the Arthur Ravenel Jr. 
Bridge underway. To date, South Carolina has had the most active infrastructure bank 
program in the country. The state will need to continue to exercise creative funding 
mechanisms to help meet its transportation infrastructure needs. These mechanisms 
will be explored in the next report in this transportation funding series. 
 
But ultimately, the state’s ability to meet its transportation infrastructure needs will come 
down to fiscal capacity. The national, regional, and state highway funding profiles for 
2000 explored in this report clearly show that South Carolina is underfunded for 
transportation infrastructure relative to national and regional standards.  
 
The realization that the gap between transportation needs and fiscal capacity is 
widening has generated some support in both the private and public sectors of the state 
to call for higher revenues. Recently, most of the attention has been given to higher 




transportation, the state’s high fuel tax dependency leads to some revenue vulnerability 
that must be addressed in structuring future revenue options. 
 
Because fuel tax rates in South Carolina have not increased since 1987, revenues have 
not kept up with the cost of living and the gap between expenditure requirements and 
revenue collections has continued to widen. Fuel tax increases should be indexed to 
prevent an erosion of the funding base over time. This is not a significant problem as 
yet, but over the next decade changes in technology are likely to change fuel 
consumption patterns. The state must also begin to look at other funding sources. 
Continued heavy dependence on the fuel tax without other substantial revenue options 
could leave the state highly vulnerable.  
 
As the state works to catch up on the backlog of both highway and non-highway 
infrastructure needs, South Carolina will need to accommodate its future transportation 
needs in terms of new demographic, economic, and technological conditions. Those 
needs have been identified in the state’s 2002 South Carolina Multimodal 
Transportation Plan. The final report of this series will assess revenue options to meet 
projected transportation needs in South Carolina as identified in the plan. In the report, 
different funding scenarios will be simulated to identify the level and mix of funding 
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State Revenues Used for Highways, South Carolina: 1965-2000 
  1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 
($1,000s)         
Own-sourcea $74,868 $106,059 $148,869 $201,359 $296,028 $428,890 $406,847 $464,736 
Motor fuel taxes 63,757 90,791 128,414 173,942 244,133 345,688 355,322 370,999 
M.V. & carrier taxes 10,101 14,232 19,990 26,957 45,417 72,813 45,970 70,911 
Tollsb 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
General funds 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other state imposts 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Miscellaneous 1,010 1,036 465 460 6,478 10,389 5,555 22,826 
Intergovernmental 38,658 43,866 71,108 107,420 143,941 175,393 255,665 328,568 
Federal 38,563 43,627 68,119 106,234 143,681 175,188 253,198 327,029 
Local  95 239 2,989 1,186 260 205 2,467 1,539 
Totalb  113,526 149,925 219,977 308,779 439,969 604,283 662,512 793,304 
(% of total revenues)         
Own-sourcea 65.9% 70.7% 67.7% 65.2% 67.3% 71.0% 61.4% 58.6% 
Motor fuel taxes 56.2% 60.6% 58.4% 56.3% 55.5% 57.2% 53.6% 46.8% 
M.V. & carrier taxes 8.9% 9.5% 9.1% 8.7% 10.3% 12.0% 6.9% 8.9% 
Tollsb 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
General funds 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Other state imposts 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Miscellaneous 0.9% 0.7% 0.2% 0.1% 1.5% 1.7% 0.8% 2.9% 
Intergovernmental 34.1% 29.3% 32.3% 34.8% 32.7% 29.0% 38.6% 41.4% 
Federal 34.0% 29.1% 31.0% 34.4% 32.7% 29.0% 38.2% 41.2% 
Local  0.1% 0.2% 1.4% 0.4% 0.1% 0.0% 0.4% 0.2% 
Totalc  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
($ per capita)         
Own-sourcea $30.02 $40.93 $51.33 $64.50 $88.76 $123.00 $109.96 $115.84 
Motor fuel taxes 25.56 35.04 44.28 55.71 73.20 99.14 96.03 92.47 
M.V. & carrier taxes 4.05 5.49 6.89 8.63 13.62 20.88 12.42 17.67 
Tollsb 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
General funds 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Other state imposts 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Miscellaneous 0.40 0.40 0.16 0.15 1.94 2.98 1.50 5.69 
Intergovernmental 15.50 16.93 24.52 34.41 43.16 50.30 69.10 81.90 
Federal 15.46 16.84 23.49 34.03 43.08 50.24 68.43 81.51 
Local  0.04 0.09 1.03 0.38 0.08 0.06 0.67 0.38 





Appendix A.1, continued 
State Revenues Used for Highways, South Carolina: 1965-2000 
  1970 1975 1980 1990 1995 2000 
 ($ per VMT)      
Own-source  n.a. $6.40 $7.23 $11.10 $12.48 $10.51 
Motor fuel taxes n.a. 6.23 7.66 9.15 9.18 8.15 
n.a. 0.86 0.97 1.70 2.12 1.19 
Tolls  b 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
General funds n.a. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Other state imposts n.a. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
1965 1985 
   
a $8.86 $10.21 
5.48 10.06 




Miscellaneous n.a. 0.06 0.02 0.02 0.24 0.30 0.14 
Intergovernmental n.a. 3.45 4.73 5.40 6.60 7.22 
n.a. 2.63 3.31 5.39 5.10 6.54 
Local  n.a. 0.15 0.05 0.01 0.06 0.03 
c n.a. 9.05 13.59 16.49 17.58 17.42 
($ per road mile)     
Own-source  a $2,945.10 $3,911.63 $5,088.29 $10,331.71 $9,758.39 $11,139.67 
Motor fuel taxes 1,947.55 2,521.13 4,395.47 6,028.57 8,327.42 8,892.81 
M.V. & carrier taxes 395.20 525.25 681.20 1,754.02 1,102.61 1,699.73 
Tolls  b 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Other state imposts 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
30.85 28.77 12.22 159.97 250.26 133.24 
Intergovernmental 1,180.87 1,868.41 2,714.48 3,554.45 6,132.23 7,875.74 
1,177.96 1,211.46 1,789.87 
0.50 
2.65 5.10 
Federal 4.68 7.18 
0.01 0.01 
Total   10.68 17.11 





General funds 0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 
Miscellaneous 11.62 547.14 
1,218.09 4,225.12 
Federal 2,684.51 3,548.03 4,220.18 6,073.06 7,838.85 
Local  2.90 6.64 78.54 29.97 6.42 4.94 59.17 36.89 
Totalc  3,467.82 4,163.20 5,780.05 7,802.77 10,864.51 14,556.83 15,890.63 19,015.41 
Source: USDOT Highway Statistics. 
aBonds excluded. 
bSouth Carolina received $4.7 million in toll revenue in 2000, but this was not reported in Highway Statistics.  
cDetail may not sum to total due to rounding. 






State Revenues Used for Highways, United States: 1965-2000 
  1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 
($Millions)         
Own-sourcea $6,995 $10,353 $13,488 $18,316 $26,868 $35,845 $44,649 $58,185 
Motor fuel taxes 4,259 6,091 7,802 8,915 12,914 18,298 24,075 28,714 
M.V. & carrier taxes 1,810 2,752 3,522 5,195 8,396 9,659 11,751 15,530 
Tolls 607 834 1,053 1,344 1,973 2,555 3,489 4,742 
General funds 58 229 419 1,282 1,027 1,532 1,605 4,062 
Other state imposts 80 112 152 577 1,108 1,444 1,818 2,405 
Miscellaneous 181 335 539 1,003 1,450 2,357 1,910 2,733 
Intergovernmental 3,976 4,847 6,168 10,295 13,497 14,814 19,210 25,034 
Federal 3,862 4,737 5,965 10,047 13,085 14,131 18,050 23,546 
Local  114 110 203 248 411 683 1,159 1,488 
Totalb  10,971 15,200 19,656 28,612 40,365 50,659 63,859 83,220 
(% of total revenues)         
Own-sourcea 63.80% 68.10% 68.60% 64.00% 66.60% 70.80% 69.90% 69.90% 
Motor fuel taxes 38.80% 40.10% 39.70% 31.20% 32.00% 36.10% 37.70% 34.50% 
M.V. & carrier taxes 16.50% 18.10% 17.90% 18.20% 20.80% 19.10% 18.40% 18.70% 
Tolls 5.50% 5.50% 5.40% 4.70% 4.90% 5.00% 5.50% 5.70% 
General funds 0.50% 1.50% 2.10% 4.50% 2.50% 3.00% 2.50% 4.90% 
Other state imposts 0.70% 0.70% 0.80% 2.00% 2.70% 2.90% 2.80% 2.90% 
Miscellaneous 1.70% 2.20% 2.70% 3.50% 3.60% 4.70% 3.00% 3.30% 
Intergovernmental 36.20% 31.90% 31.40% 36.00% 33.40% 29.20% 30.10% 30.10% 
Federal 35.20% 31.20% 30.30% 35.10% 32.40% 27.90% 28.30% 28.30% 
Local  1.00% 0.70% 1.00% 0.90% 1.00% 1.30% 1.80% 1.80% 
Totalb  100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 
($ per capita)         
Own-sourcea $36.16 $50.95 $62.6 $80.85 $112.54 $144.12 $169.9 $206.75 
Motor fuel taxes 22.01 29.97 36.21 39.35 54.09 73.57 91.61 102.03 
M.V. & carrier taxes 9.36 13.54 16.35 22.93 35.17 38.84 44.71 55.18 
Tolls 3.14 4.1 4.89 5.93 8.26 10.27 13.28 16.85 
General funds 0.3 1.13 1.95 5.66 4.3 6.16 6.11 14.43 
Other state imposts 0.41 0.55 0.71 2.54 4.64 5.81 6.92 8.55 
Miscellaneous 0.94 1.65 2.5 4.43 6.08 9.48 7.27 9.71 
Intergovernmental 20.55 23.85 28.62 45.45 56.53 59.56 73.09 88.96 
Federal 19.97 23.31 27.68 44.35 54.81 56.82 68.68 83.67 
Local  0.59 0.54 0.94 1.1 1.72 2.75 4.41 5.29 






Appendix A.2, continued 
State Revenues Used for Highways, United States: 1965-2000 
  1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 
($ per VMT)         
Own-sourcea n.a. $9.24 $10.14 $11.99 $15.14 $16.72 $18.43 $21.16 
Motor fuel taxes n.a. 5.43 5.87 5.84 7.28 8.53 9.94 10.44 
M.V. & carrier taxes n.a. 2.46 2.65 3.40 4.73 4.50 4.85 5.65 
Tolls n.a. 0.74 0.79 0.88 1.11 1.19 1.44 1.72 
General funds n.a. 0.20 0.32 0.84 0.58 0.71 0.66 1.48 
Other state imposts n.a. 0.10 0.11 0.38 0.62 0.67 0.75 0.87 
Miscellaneous n.a. 0.30 0.41 0.66 0.82 1.10 0.79 0.99 
Intergovernmental n.a. 4.32 4.64 6.74 7.60 6.91 7.93 9.10 
Federal n.a. 4.23 4.48 6.58 7.37 6.59 7.45 8.56 
Local  n.a. 0.10 0.15 0.16 0.23 0.32 0.48 0.54 
Totalb  n.a. 13.56 14.78 18.73 22.74 23.62 26.36 30.26 
($ per road mile)c         
Own-sourcea $9,608.05 $13,712.46 $17,655.09 $21,599.38 $31,278.51 $44,918.76 $55,602.90 $70,272.13 
Motor fuel taxes 5,849.88 8,067.53 10,212.38 10,513.45 15,033.38 22,929.55 29,981.03 34,678.86 
M.V. & carrier taxes 2,486.08 3,645.24 4,610.52 6,126.33 9,774.38 12,104.34 14,633.92 18,755.95 
Tolls 833.61 1,104.66 1,377.82 1,584.84 2,296.55 3,201.72 4,345.13 5,726.87 
General funds 79.97 303.04 549.07 1,512.02 1,196.01 1,920.25 1,999.12 4,905.41 
Other state imposts 109.43 148.68 199.18 679.90 1,289.61 1,809.78 2,264.52 2,904.37 
Miscellaneous 249.08 443.31 706.14 1,182.83 1,688.58 2,953.12 2,379.18 3,300.68 
Intergovernmental 5,462.20 6,419.86 8,072.84 12,140.79 15,712.30 18,563.88 23,922.24 30,234.75 
Federal 5,305.63 6,274.42 7,807.15 11,848.23 15,233.32 17,707.71 22,478.65 28,437.70 
Local  156.58 145.44 265.68 292.56 478.98 856.17 1,443.58 1,797.04 
Totalb  15,070.26 20,132.32 25,727.93 33,740.17 46,990.80 63,482.64 79,525.14 100,506.87 
Source: USDOT Highway Statistics. 
aBonds excluded. 
bDetail may not sum to total due to rounding. 






State Expenditures for Highways, South Carolina: 1965-2000 
  1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 
($1,000s)         
Capital outlay $72,355  $91,921 $155,938 $164,738 $219,703 $301,097  $380,460 $502,049 
Maintenance 18,944 33,950 47,195 74,567 115,794 158,893 131,338 231,833 
Admin. & misc. 4,907 7,949 10,167 13,093 24,243 49,111 68,349 59,989 
Law enf. & safety 4,426 9,481 16,012 26,549 31,753 56,305 54,235 95,570 
Interest 312 42 4,803 4,001 1,739 0 20 16,699 
Bond retirement 4,130 950 5,500 9,500 9,866 0 0 6,605 
Grants to local govt. 8,558 12,443 15,145 16,529 17,346 19,876 33,980 57,473 
Totala 113,632 156,736 254,760 308,977 420,444 585,282 668,382 970,218 
(% of total spending)         
Capital outlay 63.70% 58.60% 61.20% 53.30% 52.30% 51.40% 56.90% 51.70% 
Maintenance 16.70% 21.70% 18.50% 24.10% 27.50% 27.10% 19.70% 23.90% 
Admin. & misc. 4.30% 5.10% 4.00% 4.20% 5.80% 8.40% 10.20% 6.20% 
Law enf. & safety 3.90% 6.00% 6.30% 8.60% 7.60% 9.60% 8.10% 9.90% 
Interest 0.30% 0.00% 1.90% 1.30% 0.40% 0.00% 0.00% 1.70% 
Bond retirement 3.60% 0.60% 2.20% 3.10% 2.30% 0.00% 0.00% 0.70% 
Grants to local govt. 7.50% 7.90% 5.90% 5.30% 4.10% 3.40% 5.10% 5.90% 
Totala 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 
($ per capita)         
Capital outlay $29.01  $35.48 $53.77 $52.77 $65.88 $86.35  $102.83 $125.14 
Maintenance 7.60  13.10 16.27 23.88 34.72 45.57  35.50 57.78 
Admin. & misc. 1.97  3.07 3.51 4.19 7.27 14.08  18.47 14.95 
Law enf. & safety 1.77  3.66 5.52 8.50 9.52 16.15  14.66 23.82 
Interest 0.13  0.02 1.66 1.28 0.52 0.00  0.01 4.16 
Bond retirement 1.66  0.37 1.90 3.04 2.96 0.00  0.00 1.65 
Grants to local govt. 3.43  4.80 5.22 5.29 5.20 5.70  9.18 14.33 
Totala 45.56  60.49 87.85 98.97 126.07 167.85  180.64 241.83 
       
Capital outlay n.a. $5.55 $7.57 $7.25 $8.24 $8.76  $9.82 $11.02 
Maintenance n.a. 2.05 2.29 3.28 4.34 4.62  3.39 5.09 
Admin. & misc. n.a. 0.48 0.49 0.58 0.91 1.43  1.77 1.32 
Law enf. & safety n.a. 0.57 0.78 1.17 1.19 1.64  1.40 2.10 
Interest n.a. 0.18 0.00 0.37 0.00 0.23 0.07 0.00  
Bond retirement n.a. 0.06 0.27 0.42 0.37 0.00  0.00 0.15 
n.a. 0.75 0.74 0.73 0.65 0.58  0.88 1.26 
Totala n.a. 9.47 12.37 13.60 15.76 17.03  17.26 21.31 
($ per road mile)b         
Capital outlay $2,210.19 $2,552.51 $4,097.38 $4,162.89 $5,425.30 $7,253.25 $9,125.49 $12,034.06 
Maintenance 578.67 942.74 1,240.08 1,884.29 2,859.39 3,827.64 3,150.20 5,557.01 
Admin. & misc. 149.89 220.73 267.14 330.86 598.65 1,183.06 1,639.38 1,437.93 
Law enf. & safety 135.20 263.27 420.73 670.89 1,300.85 784.10 1,356.35 2,290.80 
Interest 9.53 1.17 126.20 101.10 42.94 0.00 0.48 400.27 
Bond retirement 126.16 26.38 144.52 240.06 243.63 0.00 0.00 158.32 
Grants to local govt. 261.42 345.52 397.95 417.68 428.34 478.80 815.02 1,377.62 
Totala 3,471.06 4,352.33 6,693.99 7,807.77 10,382.36 14,099.10 16,031.42 23,256.02 
($ per VMT)  
Grants to local govt. 
Source: USDOT Highway Statistics. 
aDetail may not sum to total due to rounding. 






State Expenditures for Highways, United States: 1965-2000 
  1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 
($Millions)         
Capital outlay $6,787  $9,327 $11,011 $15,386 $20,289 $26,254  $32,501 $47,616 
Maintenance 1,337  1,968 2,987 4,646 6,440 8,394  10,405 12,962 
Admin. & misc. 489  719 1,124 1,788 2,418 3,838  4,812 5,531 
Law enf. & safety 367  800 1,337 2,068 2,847 3,692  4,412 5,695 
Interest 369  540 825 1,011 1,331 1,703  2,255 3,029 
471  763 897 1,778  2,951 3,996 
Grants to local govt. 1,650  2,416 2,941 4,113 6,027 7,927  10,279 11,004 
Totala 11,470  16,533 21,123 30,132 42,939 53,586  67,615 89,833 
(% of total spending)         
Capital outlay 59.2% 56.4% 52.1% 51.1% 47.3% 49.0% 48.1% 53.0% 
Maintenance 11.7% 11.9% 14.1% 15.4% 15.0% 15.7% 15.4% 14.4% 
Admin. & misc. 4.3% 4.3% 5.3% 5.9% 5.6% 7.2% 7.1% 6.2% 
Law enf. & safety 3.2% 4.8% 6.3% 6.9% 6.6% 6.9% 6.5% 6.3% 
Interest 3.2% 3.3% 3.9% 3.4% 3.1% 3.2% 3.3% 3.4% 
Bond retirement 4.1% 4.6% 4.2% 3.7% 8.4% 3.3% 4.4% 4.4% 
Grants to local govt. 14.4% 14.6% 13.9% 13.7% 14.0% 14.8% 15.2% 12.2% 
Totala 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
($ per capita)         
Capital outlay $35.08 $45.90 $51.10 $67.92 $84.99 $105.56 $123.67 $169.20 
Maintenance 6.91 9.68 13.86 20.51 26.97 33.75 39.59 46.06 
Admin. & misc. 2.53 3.54 5.22 7.89 10.13 15.43 18.31 19.65 
Law enf. & safety 1.90 3.94 6.21 9.13 11.93 14.85 16.79 20.24 
Interest 1.91 2.66 3.83 4.46 5.58 6.85 8.58 10.76 
Bond retirement 2.43 3.76 4.16 4.94 15.02 7.15 11.23 14.20 
Grants to local govt. 8.53 11.89 13.65 18.16 25.25 31.87 39.11 39.10 
Totala 59.29 81.36 98.03 133.01 179.86 215.46 257.28 319.21 
($ per VMT)         
n.a. $8.28 $10.07 $11.43 $12.24 $13.41 $17.32 
Maintenance n.a. 1.76 2.25 3.04 3.63 3.91 4.29 4.71 
Admin. & misc. n.a. 0.64 0.85 1.17 1.36 1.79 1.99 2.01 
Law enf. & safety n.a. 0.71 1.01 1.35 1.60 1.72 1.82 2.07 
Interest n.a. 0.48 0.62 0.66 0.75 0.79 0.93 1.10 
n.a. 0.68 0.67 0.73 2.02 0.83 1.22 
Grants to local govt. n.a. 2.16 2.21 2.69 3.40 3.70 4.24 4.00 
Totala n.a. 14.75 15.88 19.73 24.19 24.99 27.91 32.67 
($ per road mile)b         
Capital outlay $9,322.34 $12,353.39 $14,412.14 $18,144.30 $23,619.77 $32,899.91 $40,474.00 $57,507.73 
Maintenance 1,836.09 2,606.10 3,909.68 5,478.63 7,496.65 10,518.25 12,957.71 15,654.81 
Admin. & misc. 672.33 952.06 1,471.62 5,992.34 2,108.80 2,814.46 4,810.15 6,679.52 
Law enf. & safety 504.46 1,059.52 1,750.46 2,439.23 3,314.64 4,626.89 5,493.82 6,878.35 
Interest 506.63 714.95 1,079.78 1,192.15 1,549.88 2,133.69 2,808.20 3,657.76 
Bond retirement 646.86 1,010.86 1,174.36 1,319.56 4,174.63 2,227.88 3,675.35 4,825.96 
Grants to local govt. 2,266.35 3,200.56 3,849.30 4,850.34 7,016.61 9,933.44 12,801.13 13,289.73 
Totala 15,755.06 21,897.44 27,647.34 35,533.02 49,986.64 67,150.21 84,202.55 108,493.88 
Bond retirement 1,119 3,586 
Capital outlay $8.32 
Bond retirement 1.45 
Source: USDOT Highway Statistics. 
aDetail may not sum to total due to rounding. 





State Motor Fuel Revenue, All States: 2000  
(percentage of state own-source revenue used for highways)  
State Percent Rank
Montana  82.7 1




















North Carolina 53.5 22








North Dakota 45.1 31
Michigan 45.0 32
West Virginia 43.9 33
Vermont 42.8 34
Maryland 42.7 35
New Mexico 42.6 36
Illinois 42.2 37
Hawaii 41.7 38
New Hampshire 41.2 39
Kentucky 38.6 40








District of Columbia 26.1 49
New Jersey 21.8 50
Alaska 14.3 51










Federal Highway Trust Fund Payments to All States: 2000  
(appropriations as a percentage of payments) 
State Percent Rank
Alaska 574.0 1
District of Columbia 348.0 2
Hawaii 223.0 3
Rhode Island 220.0 4
Montana  215.0 5
South Dakota 209.0 6




West Virginia 149.0 11
Idaho 142.0 12
Connecticut 141.0 13
New York 119.0 14
Pennsylvania 117.0 15
New Mexico 114.0 16
Utah 114.0 16
Minnesota 109.0 18


















New Jersey 90.0 35
























Combined State and Federal Motor Fuel Tax Revenue, All States: 2000 
(percentage of total state revenue used for highways) 
State Percent Rank








Rhode Island 78.7 9
Louisiana 76.4 10











North Carolina 66.6 22
Nebraska 66.3 23
North Dakota 65.5 24
Vermont 65.3 25
Pennsylvania 64.2 26
New Mexico 63.8 27
District of Columbia 63.4 28
Hawaii 63.0 29





















New Jersey 37.3 51
U.S. mean 62.8 --
U.S. median 64.2 --
South Carolina 
Kansas 33





Motor Vehicle and Carrier Fee Revenue, All States: 2000 





District of Columbia 46.3 4















North Dakota 27.2 21
Colorado 26.6 22
Rhode Island 24.9 23
















South Dakota 18.4 40
Arizona 17.3 41
Montana 
South Carolina 15.3 44
Nebraska 13.1 45
Massachusetts 12.7 46





U.S. mean 26.7 --












State General Fund Appropriations, All States: 2000  






North Carolina 26.6 5
North Dakota 24.3 6
Georgia 21.1 7
District of Columbia 20.6 8











New Mexico 4.0 20
Rhode Island 3.9 21
Colorado 3.9 21
Nebraska 3.6 23
New Hampshire 3.3 24


















Montana  0.0 39
Nevada 0.0 39
South Carolina 0.0 39






U.S. mean 7.0 --
U.S. median 2.8 --
2.8 26
Kansas 





Road and Crossing Toll Revenue, All States: 2000 
(percentage of state own-source revenue used for highways)  
State Percent Rank
Delaware 37.1 1
New York 34.6 2
New Jersey 28.5 3





































Montana  0.0 27
Nebraska 0.0 27
Nevada 0.0 27
New Mexico 0.0 27
North Dakota 0.0 27
Oregon 0.0 27
South Carolina 0.0 27




U.S. mean 8.2 --
U.S. median 0.1 --





State Own-Source Revenue, All States: 2000 





























West Virginia 66.5 28
Nebraska 66.3 29
Texas 65.5 30












South Carolina 58.6 43
Alabama 56.0 44
North Dakota 54.9 45
South Dakota 50.2 46
District of Columbia 49.6 47
Montana  48.7 48
Rhode Island 43.9 49
Alaska 38.2 50
Wyoming 37.5 51
U.S. mean 69.9 --
U.S. median 66.7 --
Nevada 
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